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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Currry has had his attention called to the form of 
order in use where dividends are directed to be paid out of court toa 
married woman who is restrained from anticipation. It frequently 
happens when such an order is made that the married woman is 
living abroad, and, consequently, the income is received for her by 
a duly authorized attorney. In such a case the court has no 
guarantee that the income is not dealt with by anticipation, as, for 
instance, that the attorney is receiving it for his own use or for the 
use of someone other than the person intended to be benefited. 
The case, it should be observed, is not analogous to a forfeiture, 
but it is the duty of the court to preserve to the married woman 
the benefit which was intended by the testator or settlor, and which 
any secret attempt to assign woul nullify. When, therefore, a 
married woman is restrained from anticipation and there is no gift 
over, Mr. Justice Currry has approved of the following form :— 
“The said A. being setedieal from anticipating such dividends 
during her coverture, they are not to be paid to any attorney ex- 
cept upon an affidavit or statutory declaration by such attorney 
that he receives them on behalf and for the use of the said A. and 
not of any other person to whom she has assigned or purported to 
assign them.’’ Where there isa gift over and a consequent for- 
feiture on any attempt to assign, the usual affidavit by the married 
woman herself in the terms of the gift is still required. 





Mr. Cozens-Harpy’s “ Bill to amend the law relating to accumu- 
lations” has been re-introduced in the present session, with the 
addition of a new clause excluding from its operation trusts or 
directions for payment of debts or for keeping on foot any policy of 
assurance. These exemptions are obviously proper, Ay if. the 
latter had not been introduced, the business of insurance companies 
might have been considerably interfered with. But we think 
that the operation of the Bill ought to be still further restricted. 
Why should a testator, while able to bequeath a legacy contingently 
on the legatee’s attaining twenty-five, be rendered unable to 
bequeath the accumulated income to the legatee on his attainin 
that age? We pointed out last year that the Bill was probably 
suggested by the remarks of the late Mr. Justice Pzanson in Re 
Alford (34 W. R. 773); if our memory serves us rightly, that 
judge made a direct personal appeal to Mr. Cozens-Harpy to 
initiate legislation in the matter, and we can quite understand the 
obligation which personal friendship and regard for the memory of 
the lamented judge impose on the introducer of the Bill. But we 
venture to think that no great public mischief would result if the 
law were left alone, and that the Bill, even as modified, may 
possibly do more harm than good. Some valuable observations on 
the subject will be found in an appendix toa volume of Prece- 
dents of Settlements which Mr. Vaizey has just published by way 
of supplement to his work on Settlements—a work, by the way, 
which, from our own experience as well as from the unanimous 
testimony which reaches us, we may say proves in practice to 
be one of the most useful of the recent additions to the convey- 
ancer’s library. Among other matters the writer points out that 

the observations of Mr. Justice Pzanson ought not to be taken 
_ & implying that he would have approved of the sweeping restric- 


586 | universa 


580 | Bills of Sale Act, 1878, t 





tions proposed in last year’s Bill. ‘A particular 
in which directions to accumulate had worked mischievously, 


‘gs | been presented to the judge’s mind, and it was with 


to that class that his observations were at least i 
——- directed ; and it cannot be inferred, from hi 

terms in describing his disapprobation, that ould 
have favoured a universal statutory prohibition of accumulation.” 





A pornt of the greatest importance to many mortgagees 
once more put in doubt by a decision of Cave, J.,in Hz 


Kennedy, Re Willis, of the judgment in which we hope to give 
authentic report next week. It is provided by section 6 of 
‘every attornment, instrument, 
agreement, not being a mining lease, whereby a power of distress 
is given, or to be given, by any person to any other per- 
son by way of security for any present, future, or contingent 
debt or advance, and whereby any rent is reserved or made pay- 
able as a mode of providing for the payment of interest on such 
debt or advance, or otherwise for the purpose of such security only, 
shall be deemed a bill of sale within the meaning of the Act.” 
Now many mortgages are, or were formerly, prepared with 
attornment clauses under which a power of distress arises, and 
this is undoubtedly meant to secure the debt or the interest on the 
debt. It has always, therefore, been felt to be a difficult 
point to decide whether such clauses were within the section. 
About eighteen months ago, as most of our readers will re- 
member, the matter was carefully considered in Hall v. Oom- 
fort (35 W. R. 48, 18 Q. B. D. 11), and various reasons 
were assigned for excluding attornments in mortgages from 
the operation of the section. Lord Corenrper, C.J., could not 
see why, if it included mortgages, it would not, at the same 
time, include all leases ; but upon this it may be observed that the 
general wording is apt to include mortgages, while it is most 
unsuitable for leases. The real points are these. First, can 
an ‘‘attornment whereby a power of distress is given” be 
held to apply to an attornment fo which the power is 
incident by law, or must it be restricted to cases where 
the power is specifically given in the instrument? In Hall 
v. Comfort Manisry, z adopted, for clear reasons which he 
stated, the latter hypothesis; in the present case of Hr e 
Kennedy Cave, J., has decided for the former. In so doing 
he means to strike at the effectiveness of attornment clauses 
altogether, and this, he thinks, was the design of the Legi 

On this we may remark that if the Legislature had had any 
designs at all with regard to these clauses it might very easily, 
and in all probability would, have expressed them in a clearer 
way. But, secondly, the proviso at the end of the section 
exempts from its operation a mortgagee who, being in posses- 
sion, has let to the mortgagor, as his tenant, at a fair and 
reasonable rent. Here, again, there has been a difference of 
opinion. It has been thought that under an ordinary attornment 
clause the mortgagee was already in possession within the meaning 
of these words, and Srernen, J., intimated as much in Hall v. 
Comfort. No, says Cave, J., there must first be an actual 
possession by the mortgagee under his mortgage deed, and then a 
subsequent demise to the mortgagor. It is obvious that the ques- 


& | tion thus once more raised is of the utmost importance, and it is 


essential that an authoritative decision should speedily be obtained 
upon it. Meanwhile we may that, on the - of 
Byrne v. Burdett (36 W. R. 845), it would seem that the insertion 
of a power of attornment in a mortgage cannot, in any event, have 
the effect of rendering the whole deed void. 





Tue case of Billing v. Brogden, over which Mr. Justice Norra 
took so long to make up his mind, and which was argued at such 
length in the Court of Appeal, has now been decided, and if it can- 
not be said to lay down any new law, it at least teaches one more 
lesson to trustees. That liability hangs over them at every an 
has long been painfully evident to all who have, from 
nature or a strong sense of duty, undertaken the management 
of other people’s affairs; the only question is, in what new 
form, under what fresh variety of circumstances, has it come? 
In the present case the details were multitudinous, but the 
general outline is simple enough. A father, on the 


lof his daughter, covenanted for the payment of £10,000 
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to the trustees of her settlement, and subsequently another 
£7,250 was added as a legacy. The trustees were two of her 
brothers and the brother-in-law. Both sums were to be pay- 
able five years after the father’s death, and meanwhile the 
brothers, who were his executors, were to keep the money in 
the business. The father died, and the five years elapsed. The 
business, which was conducted on a huge scale, was beginning to 
lose ground owing to the fall in the prices of coal and iron in 1874. 
Coneequently the brother-in-law, who was the only independent 
trustee, contented himself with representations and remonstrances, 
and forbore to sue for payment of the £10,000 and the 
legacy. In the event the brothers became bankrupt, and 
both these sums were lost. The brother-in-law has accordingly 
been held Jiable to replace them on the ground that he committed 
a breach of trust in not rigorously enforcing payment. It was 
pleaded in explanation that legal proceedings would have produced 
no good, and might even have accelerated the downfall of the firm. 
It was allowed, of course, that a trustee need not sue, if nothing 
is to be gained thereby; at the same time the proof of this lies 
on him, and in the present case, so far was he from having estab- 
lished the fact, that all the evidence pointed the other way. At 
the time when the five years had elapsed the firm had ample funds 
at their disposal, and were dealing continually with sums of money 
amid which those in question would almost have passed unnoticed. 
The fact, of course, is that the trustee was influenced by motives of 
consideration for his brothers-in-law, who, undoubtedly, were very 
anxious to defer payment, and so neglected the interests of his 
cestuis que trust, which ought to have been paramount with him. 
Clearly no one ought to accept the duties of a trust who cannot on 
occasion harden his heart, and do as a trustee exactly those things 
which as a relation he would most willingly avoid doing. The 
pith of the matter is contained in the words of Lord Justice Fry. 
“It was urged that if a trustee does as much for his cestuis que 
trust as he does for himeelf, he has done his duty. I cannot 
accept that view. The discretion which the trustee has is never 
an absolute one. It is regulated by the dominant, the guiding 
duty of securing the interests of the cestuis que trust.” 


Tue return asked for by Mr. Cuampertarn comprised more 
than could last week be gathered from the short summary of his 
oposal which appeared before the question was put to the 
ident of the Board of Trade. Mr. Cuampertarn asked for ‘‘a 
return shewing the number of liquidations of joint-stock com- 
ies instituted or carried on in the Court of Chancery since the 
Act of 1862 came into operation ; the amount of assetsin each case, 
distinguishing the property of the company and calls made on con- 
tributories ; the amount paid in dividends in each case ; the amount 
paid in costs in each case, distinguishing the remuneration paid to 
the liquidator from other costs; and the number of such liquida- 
tions still unclosed. Only the first and the last of these items can 
be answered from the existing statistics, and these we gave last 
week —that it to say, 2,187 liquidations brought into chambers, 
and 1,193 still unclosed Itdoes not appear why these are still 
unclosed, but in the majority of cases the amount of the assets re- 
maining is probably too small to pay the expenses of closing the 
liquidation. No returns are published shewing the amount of assets 
of each company, but anyone caring to search through the 
Blue Books will find that during the twenty-five years 
of the existence of the Act the gross amount of 
debts claimed by creditors of companies in liquidation was 
£37,380,322, and that the gross amount of calls made on contribu- 
tories during the same period was £1,562,634. It does not appear 
how much of this large amount of debts claimed was allowed, but 
it can be ascertained that the amount puid to creditors in the shape 
of dividends was £31,012,306, so that if the whole of the claims 
were allowed, the costs of the winding up of 2,187 companies would 
be £6,368,016, and the creditors would have received about sixteen 
shillings in the pound. As, however, this sum of £6,368,016 
appears out of all proportion to the costs of winding up, it must be 
assumed that a considerable amount of the debts claimed was not 
allowed. The expense and labour which would be entailed by 
ordering a search for the whole of the information asked for would 
be wholly unwarranted by any result, and it might happen that 
after much searching amongst musty documents the return could 
not be made exhaustive. The figures here shewn serve to give 








some idea of the work done, and are more useful now than a full 
return, as asked for, would be when made, say, after a lapse of 
several months. 





For A CONSIDERABLE TIME now English investors have been 
familiar with American share certificates which bear upon the 
back a blank form of transfer and a blank power of attorney to 
complete the transfer. Upon being signed by the registered 
owner, these pass from hand to hand until some holder chooses to 
fill in his own name and get himself registered as owner. They 
have thus come to be treated as negotiable instruments, and in 
several cases recently the question has been raised how far this 
negotiability would be recognized at law. We drew attention to 
the matter not long ago (ante, p. 366) in discussing Colonial 
Bank v. Hepworth (36 W. R. 259, 36 Ch. D. 36) and 
London and County Banking Co. v. London and River 
Plate Bank (20 Q. B. D. 232, ante, p. 128), and, after 
noticing that in these cases the negotiability had not been 
allowed, we predicted that, although much might still be said on 
behalf of the practice and convenience of the commercial world, yet 
the policy thus developed might be expected to prevail. A different 
decision had been given by Kexewicn, J., in Williams v. Colonial 
Bank (36 Ch. D. 659), but this has now been reversed in the Court 
of Appeal (ante, p. 437), and it must therefore be taken to be settled 
for the present that share certificates such as we have described 
are not negotiable. Thus for the second time within the last few 
weeks the practice of banks has been disowned by the courts, the 
custom of bolding stocks pledged by brokers to cover the whole 
indebtedness of the broker, although the stocks belonged to 
clients, having been expressly discountenanced by the House of 
Lords in Easton v. London Joint Stock Bank (ante, p. 348). For 
this latter practice—from the point of view of the clients, at 
least—there was little to be said, and that decision may reconcile 
us to the present case, in which there appeared to be more reason 
for taking law from the commercial world. But it is not so easy 
to break through the current of the cases as it was in earlier 
times, and, having regard to the decisions on the possibility of 
creating new negotiable instruments, it does not seem that the 
court could have come to any other conclusion. 





THE CONTENTION raised in the case of Whyte-Melville v. Whyte- 
Melville (ante, p. 448) aimed at destroying altogether the 
value of substituted service where it is sought to enforce 
by attachment an order so served. The defendant had been 
ordered to hand over certain securities, but he could not be 
found when an attempt was made to serve the order. Accord- 
ingly, an order was made for substituted service on a solicitor 
whom the defendant had instructed to act for him. The sub- 
stituted service having been effected, there could be no doubt that 
the order had come to the knowledge of the defendant, as he 
appeared by counsel to resist the issue of a writ of attachment for 
disobedience to its mandates. The fact of his so appearing would 
have been quite sufficient to shew that the order had come to his 
knowledge, and there can be no doubt that on that ground alone 
the court would have made the order asked for. With regard, 
however, to the contention that there is no precedent for the issue 
of an attachment for disobedience to an order brought to the notice 
of a defendant by means of substituted service, the contention 
almost answers itself. The reason that there is no reported case 
on the subject probably arises from the fact that. this point has 
never before been seriously raised. The rules on the subject omit, 
it is true, to state in so many words that substituted service is to 
have the same value and effect as personal service, but the inten- 
tion that it shall have such effect is obvious, otherwise there 
would have been no object in conferring the power on the court. 








Mr. J. W. Blagg writes :—‘‘ Your reviewer, noticing my little book 
on the Law of Putilic Meeting, ntates that he finds therein ‘‘ no mention 
of the punishment for contravening the Riot Act.” He can hardly 
have remembered what I say at p. 47 :—‘‘ Under certain circumstances 
riot is a felony, for which the maximum punishment is penal servitude 
for life.” I go on to explain what those circumstances are. Again, at p. 
52: ‘‘TheActof George the First . . . makesthe offence of continuing 
together for one hour after proclamation a felony without benefit of 
clergy. 
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THE STAMP DUTY CLAUSES OF THE CUSTOMS 
AND INLAND REVENUE BILL. 


Tue Customs and Inlend Revenue Bill, as amended in com- 
mittee, has now been reprinted, and we give elsewhere some of the 
clauses relating to stamp duties. Our readers will eee from clauses 
18 and 20 (which take the place of clauses 16 and 17 of the Bill as 
originally introduced) that the information we were enabled to 
give last week as to the changes agreed to by the Government was 
correct in evety respect. The period allowed for stamping is 
changed from fourteen to thirty days; the provision requiring 
an instrument to bear a date not later than the day on which it is 
first executed has disappeared, and the pereonal penalties for non- 
stamping are shifted from the persons executing the deed, as at 
first proposed, and from the selicitor preparing the deed, as sub- 
sequently proposed, to the person taking the benefit of the deed 
This is effected by an ingenious series of entries in the schedule 
opposite the description of the instrument. Thus, as regards a 
conveyance, the person liable is ‘‘the vendee or transferee’; as 
regards a lease, ‘‘the lessee”; and as 8 a mortgage, ‘‘ the 
mortgagee.” The only exception is in the case of a settlement, 
where the person made liable is, for obvious reasons, “‘ the settlor.” 

The provision relating to conditions of sale is now confined to 
‘Cevery condition of sale framed with the view of precluding ob- 
jection or requisition upon the ground of absence or insufficiency of 
stamp upon any instrument executed after the passing of this Act.” 
We shall have to consider hereafter the effect which this provision 
will have upon the form of the ordinary condition of sale. It 
strikes us at present that, under the language of the clause as now 
altered, it will not be safe, after the Bill has become law, to use 
the condition in its present general form. It might be held to be 
“framed with the view of precluding objection or requisition,” on 
the ground of non-stamping, not merely of instruments executed 
before the Act, but of instraments executed after the Act, and, 
if so, the whole condition might possibly be void. 

Some other very important changes have been made in the 
Bill which deserve the careful attention of solicitors. By a 
new clause (19) the assignee of a policy of life assurance is 
disabled from suing for the moneys secured thereby, and from givin 
“a valid discharge for the same, or any part thereof,” unless suc 
assignment is duly stamped. ‘‘ No payment shall be made to any 
person claiming under any such assignment, unless the same 
is duly stamped”; the amount of the stamp duty not paid 
upon the assignment and penalty are imposed on any com- 
pany or person making any payment in contravention of this 
provision. This clause appears to amount to making an 
uvstamped assignment practically void, which is quite a new 
departure in the stamp law. Observe, too, that the provision is 
not confined to assignments of policies executed after the com- 
mencement of the Act; so that if the Bill passes in its present 
form it will be necessary for an aseignee of a policy who has 
beglected to stamp his assignment properly, to pay the old penalty 
and the heavy additional penalty imposed on stamping by the 
present Bill before he can obtain payment of the policy moneys. 
As a large proportion of the assignments of policies of assurance 
are by way of mortgage or settlemert, this provision is of 
extremely wide scope, and we cannot help thinking that it can 
hardly be designed to be retrospective; but the point should be 
made clear. 

Another important change relates to the stamp duty on 
equitable mortgages. The ad valorem duty on mortgages is to 
cease to apply to mortgages by deposit of deeds with an accom- 
panying memorandum, and in lieu of it a new duty is 
imposed of 1s. for every £100, or fractional part of £100, 
of the amount secured. There has been a curious delusion preva- 
lent that mortgages of this kind are not within the Stamp 
Act, 1870, notwithstanding the specific provision of section 105 ; 
and we suppose that the new clause may be intended partly 
to put an end to this notion, but we fail to understand why 
(except as a sop to the bankers and their customers) the 
duty on mortgages by deposit should be fixed so much lower than 
that on other mortgages. The exceptional rate will be trouble- 
some to bear in mind. 

There is also a provision of a very singular character, for 
which bankers are not wy & bless Mr. Goschen. Its effect 
appears to be this—Where s are deposited to secure an un- 








ascertained or unlimited amount, and the memorandum et de 

is stamped, either for such an amount only as is first advanced, or 
for any arranged amount, then whenever any advance or loan is 
made in excess of the amount covered by the stamp, the memoran- 


dum is to be deemed to be ‘‘a new and se agreement or 
memorandum, bearing date on the day on which” such advance or 
loan is made, and must be restamped accordingly. Now take the 
common instance of a deposit of with a bank to secure the 
current account of a gpg os yea er r val paras t 
originally stam or a very large amount, or the 0 

will ved to me the current account of the trader from day to 
day, and whenever the sum due upon it to the bank exceeds the 
amount covered by the original stamp, will have to call on the 
trader to restamp the memorandum. And, note particularly, this 
will have, apparently, to be done from time to time. Whenever 
‘“‘any advance or loan” in excess of the stamp is made, the 
memorandum is to ‘‘ be deemed to be a new and separate agree- 
ment or memorandum ” needing restamping. 








THE EXECUTION OF A POWER TO JOINTURE. 


Ir is an aecepted rule that where a power of appointment ha* 
been exercised with a wrong purpose, or, as it is sometimes les® 
correctly expressed, from a corrupt motive, the appointment is bad 
altogether, unless some consideration has been given which cannot 
be restored, or unless the court can sever the intentions of the 
appointor, and distinguish the good from the bad. To this an ex- 
ception has been admitted in the case of powers to jointure, for 
here the appointment has been severed, so to be held good so far 
as it is in favour of the wife, though bad as to the rest. The exact 
reason for this distinction has, however, never been very clear, 
and some doubt was thrown upon it by Mr. Justice Kekewich in 
the recent case of Whelan v. Palmer (W. N., 1888, p. 104). 

The facts were as followe: A husband, desiring to provide for a 
mistress, and havi power te appoint a rent-charge of £200 a 
year in favour of his wife, that he would exercise this 

wer if she, on her part, would secure £60 a year to his mistress. 

he appointment was duly made, and was taken by a clerk to the 
wife, with instructions not to deliver it up unless she executed 
the deed to secure the £60. This she never did, and apparently 
the deed of appointment was not given toher. The subject of 
escrows is only slightly dealt with in the books, but we bave on 
two occasions called attention to the matter fe Soxicrrors’ 
Jovrwat, 453 ; 30 Soricrrors’ Jovrnat, 667), and the following points 
seem to be clearly established. For an instrument to operate as 
an escrow it ms | not be delivered to the grantee, and, although 
there may be no express words to that effect, the whole transac- 
tion must afford a reasonable inference that it was not to operate 
as a deed till a certain condition was performed. The first point is 
dealt with in Watkins v. Nash (20 Eq. 262), where the court 
went so far as to allow delivery of an escrow to the solicitor for 
the grantee, treating him as an agent forall parties for the purpose 
of such delivery. This is an obvious straining of the rule, and 
shews that in no case can an escrow be delivered to the grantee 
himself. The second point is clearly put by Parke, B., in his 
judgment in Bowker v. Burdekin (11 M. & W. 128), where he 
said that, although there might be in form an absolute delivery, 
yet, if it could be reasonably inferred that the instrument was 
delivered not to take effect as a deed till a certain condition was 
performed, it would, nevertheless, operate as an escrow. The above 
case is a good illustration of these principles, as the terms of the 
arrangement and the subsequent instructions to the clerk clearly 
pointed to an intention to exercise some check on the other side. 

The instrument thus operating as an escrow only, it became un- 
necessary to decide whether the execution of the power was bad 
in toto, or whether, in ‘accordance with the exception above re- 
ferred to, it > sup - as to epee ec i 7 
strong opinion in favour exception é: ' 
po a his treatise on Powers (8th ed., p. 612), and this was 
felt by Mr. Justice Kekewich to be binding upon him, sitting as « 
judge of first instance. He intimated, however, tha ‘ 
different in the Court of Appeal, and as the matter is of some im- 

rtance in conveyancing, it seems worth while to 
fikelihood of any such change being effected. It ie curlousthat the 
actual cases on powers to j are Lane +. Poge (Amb). 
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233), and Aleyn v. Belchier (1 Eden. 232, 1 W. & T. L. C. 415), 
decided in 1754 and 1758 respectively, and neither of them is 
really a good authority for the point in question. So far, indeed, 
from Lane v. Page grafting an exception on the general rule, 
it appears that the general rule itself was still in doubt, Lord 
Hardwicke not being clear that, even in a fraudulent appointment 
to children, the whole would be void. And in Aleyn v. Belchier 
the point was not argued, although the fact that it was conceded 
at the bar may be regarded, perhaps, as shewing the opinion of 
the profession. Nevertheless it seems to have become firmly 
established without further decisions that a corrupt appointment 
under a power to jointure could be severed, and the more recent 
allusions to the doctrine occur in the cases on appointments to 
children. In these last there is no doubt that such an appoint- 
ment is, in general, bad tn toto, and the difficulty has been to 
understand the reason for the exception in powers to jointure. 
Thus in Daubeny v. Cockburn (1 Mer. 626) Sir William Grant 
said that, upon principle, and notwithstanding Lord Hardwicke’s 
dicta, he did not see how any part of a fraudulent appointment can 
be supported, except where some consideration has been given that 
cannot be restored, and it has consequently become impossible to 
rescind the transaction in toto, and to replace the parties in the same 
position. In commenting upon this Lord St. Leonards raises the 
point that, in a power to jointure there is only one object of the 
power—viz., the wife—and equity adopts a just rule when it allows 
the appointment to stand so far as it is within the power. But in 
the case of a power to appoint to children there are several ob- 
jects, and one who obtains an appointment upon a fraudulent 
agreement ought not to be able to retain it against the innocent 
objects, who would have taken equally with the appointee had no 
fraudulent agreement been enteredinto. On the other hand it has 
often been pointed out that in cases of jointure, at least, there is 
the remainderman also to be considered, and that he ought to take 
the whole if the power is not well executed; for had there not 
been a corrupt execution, it is possible there would have been no 
execution at all, and then he would have been clearly entitled. 
The most elaborate discussion of the matter is that given by Wood, 
V.C., in Rowley v. Rowley (Kay, 242), butalthough he sees the 
difficulty of the position, he agrees with Lord St. Leonards that 
the distinction in favour of powers to jointure is too well estab- 
lished to be now shaken. 

It is possible, however, that too much weight may be given to the 
interest of the remainderman, and the fact that this was neglected 
in establishing the distinction as to powers of jointure may shew 
that it has not really the claims that some of the dicta seem to 
indicate. Where there is a power of appointment amongst 
children, the usual result of holding an appointment void is to 
secure an equal division among all the children, and thus the ob- 
jects of the power are benefited ; whereas the result of avoiding an 
exercise of a power to jointure is to leave the wife unprovided for. 
In each case, although the result is so different, yet the reason is 
the same—viz., that the power has got into hands incapable of 
exercising it aright. For this there is no help, as the court cannot 
take the power into its own hands and execute it anew. Never- 
theless it seems probable that, by upholding the execution as far as 
possible in cases of jointure and avoiding it in other cases, substan- 
tial justice is done, and this may surely be allowed to be a good 
reason for not interfering with a rule which has been established 
so long, and which such eminent authorities have declined to 
touch. It must be remembered, too, that although it appears as 
an exception, yet it seems to have acquired its authority at the 
same time as, or perhaps even earlier than, the general rule. 








The funeral of Mr. Walter Shirley, which took place at Doncaster on 
the 4th inst., was attended by one of the largest gatherings ever witnessed 
in the town ; no fewer than 5,000 persons being assembled in the ceme- 
tery. 

At the Leicester Police Court on the 3rd inst., John Gilbert Murdin, a 
solicitor’s clerk, was charged with having embezzled the sum of £1,000 on 
the 30th of July, 1886. Mr. Simpson stated that the prisoner had been in 
the employ of Messrs. Miles & Place, solicitors, for many years, and, Mr. 
Miles reonp Soong se the prisoner acted as his confidential clerk. Up to a 
week ago there had not been the slightest suspicion against the prisoner, 
but it was then discovered that for years past he had betrayed the trust 
reposed in him. It was stated that the defalcations already discovered 
amount to nearly £10,000. The prisoner was remanded in custody. 








REVIEWS. 
COPYHOLD ENFRANCHISEMENT. 


THE LAW AND PRACTICE ON ENFRANCHISEMENTS AND COMMUTA- 
TIONS UNDER THE CoPYHOLD Acts, 1841—1887, AND OTHER ACTs, 
AND AT Common Law. WITH Forms, PRAcTICAL DIRECTIONS, 
AND ANNOTATIONS TO THE CoPpYHOLD Acts. By ARCHIBALD 
Brown, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Butterworths. 


Tue LAW AND PRACTICE OF COPYHOLD ENFRANCHISEMENT AND 
CoMMUTATION UNDER THE CopyHoLp <AcTs, 1841—1887, Con- 
SOLIDATED, TABULATED, AND ARRANGED. WITH PRACTICAL 
Notes, SvuGGESTIONS, AND INsTRUCTIONS. By W. STEPHEN 
TUNBRIDGE, Solicitor. Waterlow & Sons, Limited. 


It is the fault of both these books that they do not give sufficient 
prominence to the changes introduced by the Act of last year. That 
Act was by no means one of consolidation—would that it had been 
—and it is still necessary to refer, amongst others, to the Acts of 
1841, 1852, and 1858. Nevertheless, it did introduce very extensive 
changes, and was designed to put copyhold enfranchisement on a new 
basis. It seems a mistake, then, to reproduce all the provisions of 
those Acts which are still unrepealed, with careful accuracy indeed, 
but without any apparent regard to their relative importance. Mr. 
Brown’s book is the more ambitious of the two, and it displays a vast 
amount of painstaking labour. Here are all the provisions of all the 
Acts carefully assorted, and placed under correct headings, and by 
due search the practitioner may make sure of getting all the law he 
wants. But, as we have indicated, the author has not sufficiently 
consulted practical needs. Thus, among the most important chan 
which the new Act effected was one relating to ——< of the 
compensation money ; in all enfranchisements taken before the com- 
missioners this may now be paid direct to the lord, although only a 
limited owner. But, instead of stating this as most important for 
present practice, Mr Brown first diligently takes us through all the 
previous provisions of the Acts of 1841, 1843, 1852, and 1858, and 
only at the end, and in the middle of a paragraph, without any hint 
of its real importance, introduces us to what we really want. This 
is typical of much else in the book, though otherwise it is a care- 
fully prepared and accurate guide to the subject. The general 
survey occupies 144 pages, and then the various statutes are printed 
in an appendix with notes. At the end come the various official 
forms and a collection of precedents. Attention should be called to 
the scale of compensation, printed on p. 381, published by the com- 
missioners in February last under section 30 of the Act of 1887. 

Mr. Tunbridge’s book is a handy volume, and in a small and con- 
venient compass it contains all the existing provisions of all the 
Acts, arranged under suitable headings, and printed together. But 
while the utility of this ia a certain sense cannot be denied, it is not 
what we want. The main fact now is the Act of 1887; this must 
rule the practice henceforth, and to produce a good book on the 
subject it is necessary to take this as the starting point, and to shew 
how it must be supplemented by the previous Acts. This book, like 
the former, shews the care of its author, but bears no great marks 
of constructive ability. 

Some explanation of the new Act, too, is required to give its 
vitality and shew its relation to actual facts. Thus each of these 
books prints without a word of comment the provision of section 47 
for applying compulsory general enfranchisement to manors where it 
is the custom to admit tenants with derivative interests, making no 
allusion to the curious circumstances of the manors of the Honor of 
Clitheroe which seems to be the only instance of the kind. And 
the still more curious provision of section 6, which regulates the 
creation of new copyholds, and then at once turns them into freehold, 
is worth a little more investigation than it has received. Apparently 
it was designed to facilitate the creation of small freeholds similar to 
the small copyholds that were once used for building labourers’ 
cottages. No attention, too, is paid to the careless drafting of this 
section, upon which we have several times commented, and which 
apparently, by the use of the words “‘ has been” instead of “ shall 
have been,” extends its operation to new copyholds created before the 
Act. 








On the 4th inst. the Copyhold Acts Amendment Bill (ante, p. 396) was 
read a third time in the House of Lords and passed. 


The Land Charges Registration and Searches Bill (see ante, p. 348) was 
on Tuesday referred to the Select Committee to which the Land Trans- 
fer Bill stands referred. 

In the House of Commons, on the consideration of the Customs and 
Inland Revenue Bill, as amended in committee, Mr. Warmington moved 
to insert, after clause 22, the following new clause :—‘‘ Any person appeal- 
ing against an assessment.of income tax shall be entitled to appear by soli- 
citor.”” The Chancellor of the Exchequer opposed the amendment, and, 
on a division, it was defeated by 214 to 166. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
COURT OF APPEAL. 


LEEK IMPROVEMENT COMMISSIONERS v. JUSTICES OF THE 
PEACE FOR THE COUNTY OF STAFFORD—No. 1, 7th May. 


Hicuways —Maintanancre—Hicuways AnD Locomorrvges Act, 1878 (41 & 
42 Vict. c. 77), s. 13. 


Agged from the decision of Huddleston, B. The action was brought 
by the plaintiffs, the highway authority for the Leek Highway District, to 
recover from the defendants, the county authority, under section 13 of 
the Highways and Locomotives Act, 1878, half the cost of maintaining a 
certain road leading from the Leek railway station. The road had originally 
been a macadamized road, and the plaintiffs, in view of the admitted in- 
crease in the traffic, had paved it with stone setts. The defendants con- 
tended that that was not a maintenance of the road within the meaning of 
the section, and that they were, therefore, not liable to pay half the cost of 
the paving. Huddleston, B., before whom the case was tried without 
a jury, gave judgment for the defendants, and the plaintiffs ,uy™ 

HE Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Linpiey and Bowen, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal and affirmed the decision of Huddleston, B. Lord 
Esuer, M.R., said that the words of the Act must receive their ordinary 
English signification as — to the subject-matter. The subject- 
matter of the section was the structure of the road and the maintenance 
of that structure. The road was originally a macadamized road, and if 
they had only repaired that, substituting hard stone for soft, it would 
have remained a macadamized road and would have been maintained 
within the meaning of the section. But the plaintiffs had done more than 
this, and had substituted for a macadamized road a paved road, which 
was entirely a different thing. The old road had not been maintained, 
but it had been taken away and a new road had been put down. There 
was therefore no power under the section to require half the expense from 
the county. lLinpiey, L.J., said he thought the plaintiffs had acted 
judiciously, considering the state of the traffic, in substituting a paved 
road for a macadamized road, but they could not be heard to say that, in 
so doing, they were a the old road. In one sense, no doubt, 
they maintained it, but they did much more, and really made a new road. 
Bowen, L.J., thought that maintenance was substantially identical with 
repair, and that this could no more be said to be repaving the road than 
buying a new coat could be said to be repairing an old one.—OovunseL, 
Bosanquet, Q C., and John Rose; Jelf, Q.C., Boddam, and R. B. D. Acland. 
Soricirors, Ullithorne, Currey, § Villiers, for Hacker § Allen, Leek; F. 
White § Sons, for Hand ¢ Co., Stafford. 


Bz parte WOODHALL—No, 1, 5th May. 


Practice—ArrgAL —Extrapition Crime —APPLICATION FOR WRIT oF 
Hasgas Corpus—Jvupicaturg Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vicr. c. 66), s. 47. 


Moticn, by way of appeal from the Queen’s Bench Division, for a rule 
nist for a writ of Azbeas corpus. The applicant, Alice Woodhall, was 
arrested under the Extradition Act, 1870, upon a charge of forgery 
alleged to have been committed in New York. Upon the hearing at 
Bow-street Police Court the magistrate committed the applicant with a 
view to her extradition to the United States. The applicant thereupon 
moved fora rule misi for a writ of habeas corpus upon certain grounds 
which it is unnecessary to specify. The Divisional Court (Field and 
Wills, JJ.) granted a rule upon one ground, but refused it upon others. 
The applicant then moved, by way of appeal from the Divisional Court, 
for a rule nisi for a writ of habeas corpus upon the grounds upon which it 
had been refused in the court below. 

Tue Court held that they had no jurisdiction to hear the appeal. Lord 
Esuer, M.R., said that the motion in the Divirional Court was for a rule 
for a writ of habeas corpus in the case of a person in custody, who had been 
brought before a magistrate for the purpose of an extradition warrant being 
obtained. The Divisional Court came to a certain conclusion upon that 
application. It was urged that that was not ‘‘a judgment of the High 
Court in acriminal cause or matter’’ within section 47 of the Judicature 
Act, 1873. If it was, the decision of the High Court was final, and no appeal 
lay. In Reg. v. Weil (31 W. R. 60, 9 Q. B. D. 701) this court refused to 
decide the poit. The result of all the cases was that the court ought to 
give to the words, ‘‘ criminal cause or matter,” as wide an interpretation 
a3 could reasonably be given tothem. In his opinion those words applied 
to any decision by way of judicial determination of any question raised in 
or with regard to proceedings the subject-matter of which was criminal, at 
whatever stage of the proceedings the on. The subject-matter 
of the proceedings with regard to which the Divisional Court pronounced 
its decision was criminal, as the proceedings before the magistrate were 
taken for the purpose of handing over the accused to be tried in America. 
The case therefore came within section 47,and noappeallay. Lixp.ey, L.J., 
concurred. Bowen, L.J., was of the same opinion. The judgment of the 
Divisional Court was given upon an application to discharge a person from 
ey to which that person had been committed under section 10 of the 
Extradition Act, 1870. That section commenced with the words “in the 
case of a fugitive criminal accused of an extradition crime.” The magis- 
trate’s duty under that section was to decide whether there was sufficient 
evidence of an extradition crime which would, according to English law, 

ustify a committal for trial if the crime had been committed in England. 

hat was clearly a criminal matter. That being so, the decision of the 
High Oourt upon the application to discharge the accused from custody 
was ‘‘ a judgment in a criminal cause or matter,’’ and this court had no 
jurisdiction to entertein the appeal.—CounsxL, Finlay, Q.C., and David. 


REG. v. THE JUSTICES OF CREWKERNE—No. 1, 9th May. 


Licensrnc—S1x Days’ Licence—Powegr or Justices To InsERT OonDITION 
on RENEWAL. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Mathew and 
A. L. Smith. JJ.). The appellant in 1881 obtained from the licensing 
justices of Crewkerne a licence for the sale of intoxicating liquorsto be con- 
sumed on the premises, and at the same time requested the justices to insert 
a condition that the licence should only be a six days’ licence. He applied 
for, and obtained, a renewal of the licence each year down to 1887, when 
he desired to have an ordinary seven days’ mce. He accordingly 
applied for the renewal of the licence, and not request, as he had done 
on the former renewals, the re-insertion of the condition as to six days. 
There was no opposition as to the renewal, but the justices, against the 
will of the applicant, inserted the condition, and re-issued the licence as & 
six days’ licence. The appellant thereupon applied to the Queen’s 
Bench Division for a mandamus to the justices to compel them to renew 
the licence without the insertion.of the condition, but they refused 
the application, and from their decision this appeal was brought. By 
section 49 of the Licensing Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 94), ‘‘ where, on the 
occasion of the application for a new licence or transfer or renewal of a 
licence which authorizes the sale of any intoxicating liquor for consump- 
tion on the premises, the applicant at the time of application app 
to the licensing justices to insert in his licence a condition that he shall 
keep the premises in respect of which such licence is or is to be granted 
closed during the whvle of Sunday, the justices shall insert the said con- 
dition in such licence.” The appellant contended that as the condition 
could only be inserted at his request there was no power to insert it 
against his will, and that the licence must be renewed as a seven days 
licence, unless he requested that the condition should be inserted. 

Tue Court (Linpiey and Bowsn, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. Linpiey, 
L.J., said that it was true that the condition could only be inserted by 
the justices at the request of the applicant, but when ithad once beeninserted 
the cam became a six days’ licence, which was an entirely different thing 
from a seven days’ licence. When it was renewed it would be renewed asa 
six days’ licence, and an —— for a seven days’ licence would be 
an application for a new licence. The justices had discretion to refuse 
to renew a licence altogether, and it was — that though they were 
willing to renew the licence as a six days’ licence they would refuse 
altogether to t a seven days’ licence. Bowzn, L.J., concurred. The 
Acts spoke of such a licence as a six days’ licence. What was renewed 
was the licence which had been in existence and had expired—that was 
to say, the six days’ licence.—CovnsgL, Paterson; W. Blake Odgers and 
William Wills. Soxtcrrors, Geare, Sons, § Peace ; A. B. Trevenen for J. § 
W. B. Sparks § Blake, Crewkerne. 


Re BROGDEN, BILLING v. BROGDEN—No. 2, 8th May. 


Tavstrs—Breacn or Trust—Witrvut Deravit—Omission To Suz ror 
Trust Funp—Onvs or province Loss—ApMIssion oF Assets BY Execu- 
ToR—Ricut or CrgDITOR TO RECOVER Payment FROM LeGaTEE—ONvS 
OF PROVING THAT PAYMENT WAS MADE OUT OF ASSETS, 


This was an appeal from a judgment of North, J., the question being 
whether a trustee was liable to replace a trust fund which had been lost, 
on the ground that he had omitted to take —- to compel payment 
at the proper time. The testator, who was ep in a large colliery 
business, in 1867, on the marriage of the plaintiff, his daughter, covenanted 
with the trustees of her mar settlement to pay them a sum of £10,000 
within five years after his death, to be held by them on the trusts of the 
settlement. The trustees were Budgett, one of the defendants, and two 
sons of the testator. By his will he bequeathed a legacy of £10,000 to the 
plaintiff, which was to be held on the trusts of the settlement, but the 
payment was to be postponed until five years after his death. The testator 
died in 1869, and the five years expired in 1874. The two sums of £10,000 
were retained by the testator’s executors (his three sons, two of whom 
were also trustees of the settlement), and employed in the poss business, 
which ultimately became insolvent, and the trust funds were lost. The 
action was brought by the daughter and her infant children against the 
two sons of the testator who were executors of his will and also trustees of 
the settlement, and against Budgett, the third trustee, who was the onl 
solvent defendant, claiming payment of the amount of the trust fund. 
North, J., was of opinion that if Bu had brought an action promptly 
against the executors and prosecuted it with due ce, it would have 
resulted in the recov , if not the whole, at any rate a large part of 
the trust fund. And, as the extent to which loss to the trust estate 
might, by duly uting the action, have been avoided could not now 
be ascertained, Fis lordship held Budgett liable for the whole amount. The 
judgment declared the defendants to be jointly and severally liable for the 
amount. On the hearing of the appeal, the question was argued, on whom 
is the onus of shewing that loss has or has not resulted from the wilful de- 
fault of a trustee. Another — raised was as to the effect of an admission 
of assets by an executor—whether, if an executor pays a legacy out of 
moneys which are in fact his own, and thereby admits assets as between 
himself and the legatee, the money thus paid is constituted assets of the 
testator, so that it can be recovered the legatee by a creditor of the 
testator ; or, at any rate, on whom is the onus of shewing that the pay- 
ment was or was not in fact made out of assets of the testator. 

Tue Court (Corron, Fry, and Lopgs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision of 
North, J. Oorron, L.J., said that at the expiration of the five years from 
the death of the testator it was clearly the duty of a to call for 
payment of the amount due from the testator’s estate, to take active 





Soricrrors, Rooks § Co., for Hawkes, Weekes, $ Howlett, Birmingham. 


measures to enforce payment. He did not at once take those gs 
which it was his duty to have taken, and, not having done so, he must 





456 THE SOLICITURS’ JOURNAL. 








May 12, 1888. 





Sa 





euffer the consequences, whatever they might be. According to the 
doctrine Jaid down by Lord Cottenham, C., in Clough v. Bond (3 My. & Cr. 
490), trustees not strictly pureuing the line of their duty would be liable 
to make good a loss sustained by unauthorized investments of the property, 
or by putting it within the control of persons who ought not to be lethented 
with it, however unexpected the result, however little likely to arise from 
the course adopted, and however free’such conduct might have been from 

po es ved motive. It was the duty of the defendant, earlier than he 
aid, to have taken active steps to enforce - by the executors, unless 
it could be shewn that no good would have resulted from taking those 
steps at any earlier time than they were actually taken. The burden of 
shewing that earlier proceedings would have been ineffectual for that pur- 
pose was upon the defendant; and he had not, in his lordship’s opinion, 
made out any such case as would relieve him from liability to the plaintiffs. 
Fry, L.J., said that the question was, first, whether Budgett had performed 
with due diligence the specific duty he undertook to perform by becomin 
a trustee ; and, secondly, whether it was shewn that, if he had perform 
that duty, no good result would have followed, Both the debt and the 
legacy became payable in December, 1874, and that fact was known for 
five years previously. It was not like the case of a fund becoming pay- 
able on the death of a father, when the suddenness of the event me the 
confusion in the family arrangements might account for delay. It was 
urged that if a trustee did as much for his cestuis gue trustent as he would do 
for himself he had done his duty. His lordship could not accept that 
view. The discretion which a trustee had was never an absolute one. It 
was regulated by the dominant, the guiding, duty of securing the 
interests of the cestuis que trustent. It was said that no loss had been 
sustained by the cestuis que trustent by reason of Budgett’s want of diligence, 
and that no good would have resulted by his pressing actively for pay- 
ment. In his lordship’s opinion, the burden lay on the trustee to sustain 
that proposition, and he had not done so. On the contrary, all the 
circumstances and facts led strongly to the conclusion that, if he had 
shewn the executors that he was determined to get the money, he would 
have got it. As to the point raised with reference to the ——— if an 
action had been brought and judgment recovered against the executors 
de bonis propriis, the legacy, payment of which was so obtained, could 
have been recovered back by the trade creditors, his lordship did not 
intend to found his judgment on it. In his opinion, the inquiry would 
have to be, Was the legacy so paid part of the testator’s assets? If it 
was, it could be recovered back by the creditors; if not, it could not. 
But, assuming that the trade creditors were creditors of the testator, he 
was not convinced that they would have taken proceedings to recover 
back the legacy if paid. Lorzs, L.J., said that a trustee whose duty it 
was to obtain payment of trust moneys at a specified time, was fount at 
the expiration of the specified time to demand payment of the trust 
moneys, and, if that demand was not complied with within a reasonable 
time, to take active measures to enforce payment, and, if necessary, 
to institute legal cones Nothing would excuse such action on the 
part of the trustee, unless it was a well-grounded belief that it 
would result in failure and be fruitless, the burden of proving such well- 
founded belief lying on the trustee who was setting it up in his own 
exoueration. No considerations of delicacy, and no regard for the 
feelings of relatives or friends would exonerate him from taking this 
course.—CounszgL, Sir H. Davey, Q.C., Warmington, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce ; 
Rigby, Q.C., and Hopkinson; Mulligan. Souicitors, 7. Parker Dixon; 
Ingle, Cooper, § Holmes ; Smiles, Binyon, § Ollard. 


SPEDDING v. FITZPATRICK—No. 2, May 2. 


Action ror T'respass—ALLEGED HicGHwAY—PARTICULARS OF ACTS OF 
DepicaTION TO THE PvBLic. 


This action was brought to restrain the defendants from trespassing on 
two roads which the plaintiff alleged to be her private property, and from 
destroying or removing any fences erected by her upon her property. 
The appeal was from an order made by Kay, J., that the defendants 
should deliver to the plaintiff particulars of acts of dedication to the pub- 
lic upon which they relied. The defendants by their original statement 
of defence alleged that the roads in question ‘‘ have for very many years 
past been used continuously by the public, as of right, as foot and horse 
ways, and the said roads are, in fact, highways.’’ On the 9th of Febru- 
ary an order was made by Kay, J., that the statement of defence ehould be 
amended “‘ so as to shew the mode or title in or under which the defend- 
ants claim that both the alleged roads have become or are highways.’’ 
The defendants then amended their defence by adding to the words above 
quoted the ae, eg The same having been dedicated to the public 
by the plaintiff and her predecessors in title, or some or one of them.’’ The 
plaintiff applied for further particulars, and on the 17th of April Kay, J., 
ordered that the defendants should, within fourteen days, deliver to the 
plaintiff ‘‘ full particulars of the nature of all acts of dedication relied on 
or claimed by them in their amended defence, and, if the defendants 
claim by acts of dedication other than permissive user, particulars of such 
acts of dedication, with dates and by whom made.”’ 

Tue Courr (Corron, Fry, and Lorgs, L.JJ.), Lopzs, L.J., 
dissenting, substituted for the order of Kay, J., the following 
order:—‘‘If the defendants rely on any specific acts of de- 
Rication to the public, or specific declarations of the intention to 
dedicate, either alone or jointly with evidence of user, let the 
defendants, within fourteen days, set forth the nature and dates of the said 
acts or declarations, and the names of the persons by whom the same were 
done or made.’”’ Corton, L.J., said that the object of particulars was to 
enable the parties to know exactly what the point was which they had to 
meet at the trial, to saye unnecessary ex and to prevent surprise. £ 
e, user by 


pense 
highway arose from dedication to the public, and, as a general 








the public without objection was considered to be evidence of dedication 
by the owner to the public, unless it was met by shewing that, at the time 
when the user took place, there was no one in existence who had power to 
make the dedication. But there might be dedication to the public in 
another way—by acts done or declarations made by the owner of the land, 
and, if the defendants relied on such acts or declarations, bis lordship 
thought it was very reasonable that they should tel] the plaintiff before 
the trial of the on the nature of the acts or declarations on which jo. 
relied, and the dates at which they took place, not, of course, stating the 
evidence, so that the plaintiff might be ed with evidence at the trial 
to meet the defendants’ case. This t be different from the old prac- 
tice, but since the Judicature Act it was the duty of the court to see that 
the real case of the ies was stated, so as to avoid surprise at the trial. 
Fry, L.J., thought that the order of Kay, J., went a great deal ton far, 
and that the order which the court was now msking would give the plaintiff 
the utmost to which she was entitled. If the defendants relied, not 
merely on the effect of user, but on any specific acts of dedication or 
declarations of intention to dedicate, they ——_ to state particulars of 
them. Loprzs, L.J., said that he should not have made such an order. 
It seemed to him that the order amounted to compelling the defend- 
ants to state the evidence by which they proposed to prove their case 
—in fact, to disclose the contents of their counsel’s brief, and he did 
not see why the defendants should be compelled to do this.—Covunssg., 
Kenelm Digby ; Byrne, QC., and John Dickinson. Soxicrrors, Nicol, Son, 
$ Jones ; Johnston, Harrison, ¢ Powell. 





HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
MAGNUS v. NATIONAL BANK OF SCOTLAND—Kay, J, 4th May. 


Practice—DismissaL or Action By ConsENT FOR WANT OF PROSECUTION 
—Svunsequent ACTION FOR THE SAME Martter—R. 8. O., 1883, XXVI., 
4; XXXL, 21; XXXVI, 12. 

This case raised a question as to whether an order by consent, dis- 
missing an action for want of prosecution, was a bar to a subsequent 
action by the plaintiffs against the defendant for the same matter. The first 
action was instituted in May, 1885, the present defendants and the 
Great Eastern Railway Co. for a declaration that a transfer of certain 
stock of that railway was void, and that the railway company might be 
compelled to register the stock in the plaintiffs’ names, or, in the alterna- 
tive, that the defendant bank might be made liable for the value of the 
stock. This action arose out of the frauds committed by Bartle Goldsmid, 
and the facts relating thereto will be found in the report of the action of 
Magnus v. Queensland National Bank (ante, p. 219, 31 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 
591, 35 W.R. 752, 36 Ch. D. 25), which was commenced on the same day as 
the above action. The defendants, the National Bank of Scotland, on the 
22nd of July, 1885, obtained an order on the plaintiffs to file an affidavit 
of documents, and leave for them to deliver interrogatories to the plaintiffs. 
The plaintiffs made default both in filing their affidavit and in replying 
to the interrogatories, nor did they deliver a reply to the statement of 
defence within the time allowed, and inquiry was made by the defendants’ 
solicitors whether, as they had abandoned similar actions against other 
banks, they intended to abandon thisaction. The plaintiffs’ solicitors re- 
plied that they did, and offered to pay the defendants’ costs. The bill 
was delivered to them, and in October, in answer to further inquiry, they 
again promised to payshortly. In the interval the time for the plaintiffs 
to give notice of trial had expired. On the 26th of November the 
defendants’ solicitors issued a summons, returnable on the 7th of Decem- 
ber, for dismissal of the action for want of prosecution, and gave notice 
that, unless their costs of the action were paid, they should file evidence 
in support. On the 4th of December the costs were paid, and on the 7th 
of December tke respective solicitors attended before the chief clerk, when 
an order was made on the summons thus:—‘“‘ Upon the application, &c., 
. . .  itjis by consent ordered that this action do stand dismissed out of 
this court as against the applicants, the defendants.’”’ On the 14th of 
February, 1888, the present action was brought by the same plaintiffs 
against the same defendants, except the railway company, in respect of 
the same eum of stock. The defendants now applied by motion that the 
question of law might be tried, before any evidence was given or issue of 
fact tried, whether the plaintiffs were not estopped from bringing the 

resent action by reason of the order of the 7th of December, 1885, and, 
in the meantime, for a stay of proceedings. It was contended in support 
of the motion that, although, under the old practice, dismissal was no bar 
to another suit unless the order was made at the hearing, under the present 
rules dismissal on the plaintiffs’ application was equivalent to a dismissal 
on the merits (see ord. 26, r. 4; ord. 31, r. 21; and ord. 36, r. 12), and 

Parker v. Simpson (18 W. R. 204) was referred to as shewing that dismissal 

of a bill by consent was a bar to another suit. 

Kay, J., refused the application. His lordship said that the practice 
had long been settled. pe Redesdale stated the law thus: ‘‘ A decree 
or order dismissing a former bill for the same matter may be pleaded in 
bar to a new bill, if the dismissal was upon hearing, and was not in terms 
directed to be without prejudice. But an order of dismissal is a bar 
only when the court determined that the plaintiff had no title to the 
relief sought by his bill, and therefore an order er preg | a bill for want 
of prosecution is not a bar to another bill’? (Mitford on Pleading, 4th ed., 
p. 238). That practice was somewhat modified by the Consolidated Order 
(Chancery), 1860, ord. 23, r. 13, which provided that ‘If the plaintiff, 
after the cause is set down to be heard, causes the bill to be dismissed on 
his own application, or if the cause is called on to be heard in court, and 
the plaintift makes default, and by reason thereof the bill is dismissed, 
such dismissal, unless the court shall otherwise direct, shall be equivalent 
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to a dismissal on the merits, and may be pleaded in bar to another suit for 
the same matter.’’ That was now repealed, but by ord. 72,r. 2, of the 
present rules, ‘‘ Where no other provision is made by the Acts or these 
rules, the present practice and procedure remains in force,’”’ this not being 
intended to keep on foot any repealed order, but the general jurisdiction 
and practice of the court, as stated by Lord Redesdale. The present rules 
provided only for the discontinuance of an action before reply, which would 
be no bar to another action. If, in the present caee. the order of the 7th 
of December had proceeded on a compromise of the cause of action, it 
would be a bar, but it was inst all the rules of court to hold that sub- 
mitting by consent to an order on such a summons as this was a bar. The 
principle of the court was, that unless the merits of the action had been 
dealt with, the dismissal of one action was not a bar to another. Here 
there was never any compromise of the cause of action, and the motion 
must be dismissed, but without costs —Counset, Marten, Q.C., and Far- 
well ; Renshaw, Q.C., and G. Henderson. Soxicrrors, Murray, Hutchings, ¢ 
Stirling ; Futvoye, Field, ¢ Baker. [See Re Orrell, §c., Co. (28 W. R. 145.)] 


STEWART v. FLETCHER—Chitty, J., 4th May. 


PracTIcE—PayMENT OUT—Marrizgp Woman ReEstRAINED FROM ANTICIPA- 
TION—Powekr or Attornsy—Conveyancine Act, 1881, s. 40. 


This was an action for the execution of the trusts of a will, under 
which a married lady, Mrs. S., was entitled to the payment of the income 
of a fund for her life to her separate use, without power of anticipation, 
but there was no gift over in the event of any attempt by Mrs. S. to 
alienate her interest. The fund had been paid into court and invested, 
and an order had been made for payment of the dividends to Mrs. S. for 
her life. An application was subsequently made on behalf of Mrs. S., 
who was about to reside in India, for payment of the dividends, and 
by the Payment Schedule to the order as applied for it was proposed to 
pay the dividends as they accrued due upon production of pal rue that 
Mrs. S. had not anticipated or alienated the same. The questions arose 
whether the execution of a power of attorney to receive the dividends 
before they were actually due was allowable in the face of the restraint 
against anticipation, and whether an affidavit by the attorney that the 
lady had not anticipated or alienated was sufficient, or whether it was 
requisite that the affidavit should be by the lady herself. 

Cutty, J., said that he had conferred with the registrars as to the 
proper form of order. It was quite plain that the face of the order 
should shew that the married lady was restrained from anticipation, 
because such orders often came into the hands of third persons, and 
it was also equally clear that in a case like the present, where there was 
no gift over, any attempt at alienation was simply inoperative. It 
appeared that the registrars’ practice was to draw the orders ao as to shew 

this. It was also necessary that evidence should be produced to the 
Paymaster-General. Some of the registrars drew the order in such a 
form that the evidence might be produced by other ms than the 
married woman herself. Here the lady was going abroad, and as it 
ne that the Paymaster-General did not issue drafts for places 
abroad, the expense, delay, and inconvenience of requiring the Jady to 
herself furnish an affidavit on each occasion of applying for payment 
were obvious. He might say that, in his opinion, since the g of 
the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 40, there was no reason why any married 
woman should not execute a power of attorney, although her separate 
property might be subject to a restraint on anticipation, but of course she 
could not, by executing any such power, get rid of the restraint on 
anticipation. The proper order to make in cases like the present was 
that, the married woman being restrained from anticipatingt he dividends, 
they were not to be paid to any attorney, except upon an affidavit or 
statutory declaration of such attorney that he received them on behalf of, 
and for the use of, the married woman, and not of any other person to 
whom she had assigned, or purported to assign, them. There must, 
therefore, bo an affidavit, but it need not be by the lady herself, but by 
her attorney.—CovunszL, H. Feliows. Soxicrrors, Latiey § Hart. 


Re MARSH, MASON +. THORNE—North, J., 8th May. 


Power or AppoiIinTMENT—EXERcIsE—GENERAL Powrr—WiLL—WILLS 
Act, 1837, s. 27. 


The question in this case was whether a general power of appointment 
had been exercised by the will of the donee, which did not refer to the 
power. By a marriage settlement the property comprised therein was, 
after the death of the survivor of the husband and wife, and in default 
of any appointment under a joint power of appointment by deed given 
to them, to be held upon such trusts for the benefit of the children or 
issue of the marriage, or any of them, “or for the benefit of any other 
person or persons whomsoever’’ as the husband should by will, “ legally 
executed aud expressly referring to this power or the subject thereof,” 
appoint. The husband survived the wife, and the joint power of appoint- 
ment was not exercised. The husband made a will which did not in any 
way refer to the power, and the question was, whether the property com- 
prised in the settlement passed under the gift of residue contained iu the 
will. There was nothing in the will to shew a ‘con intention.”’ 
Section 27 of the Wills Act provides that a general devise of the real 
estate of the testator ‘‘ shall be construed to include any real estate . . . 
which he may have power to appoint in any manner he may think proper, 
and shall operate as an exercise of such power unless a contrary intention 
shall appear by the will,’’ and there is a similar provision as to the effect 
of a bequest of the personal estate of the testator. Lord St. Leonards in 
his book on Powers (8th ed., p. 306) says: —‘‘ Where the property is settled 


te testator himself upon others, in default of <a by 
under his power, it would seem to require some in of an inten- 





tion by him to defeat his settlement in order to hold a general gift in his 
will, which can be satisfied by cther property, to be an exercise of his 
power. 

Nortu, J., held that the will had exercised the power. He should have 
— t the case quite clear but for the observations of Lord St. Leonards, 
which, of course, carried t weight. But for the words “ 
referring to this powér,’’ the power would have been a power to appoint 
ip any manner the testator might think fit. Those words were an attem 
to limit the exercise of the power in a manner inconsistent with 
general law established by section 27. There was nothing in the will in- 
dicating a ‘‘contrary intention,’’ and his lordship did not see how the 
words in the settlement could limit or m the power which the law 
gave. The observations of Lord St. Leo: 8 were disapproved by the 
judges of the Court of fopet in Re Clark’s Estate (14 Ch. D. 422), and 
upon their opinions his lordship must act. and hold that the power had 
been exercised by the will.—Counss1t, M. Shearman; C. Arnold White ; 
E. Ford. Soxtcitors, J. Shearman ; Girdlestone, Peterson, $ Todd. 


Re SEARLES—North, J., 5th May. 


Transrer or Lanp Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 53), ss. 96, 98, 99, 101, 
134—Oaveat—Nortice ro Cavuriongsr-—Inrenm Insunctrion—Bonp or 
INDEMNITY. . 


This was an application under the above Act for the extension of the 
time during which a caveat lodged by a mortgagee in the Land Registry 
Office with reference to the mo’ land was to continue in force. In 
February, 1887, Parkes, the reg’ owner in fee with an indefeasible 
title, mortgaged the property to Searles, and he lodged a caveat with 
the registrar at the Land one go | Office, under section 96 of the Act, in 
order to prevent any dealing with the property without notice to him. 
In Feb: , 1888, Parkes conveyed the property to Oocks in fee, with- 
out any reference to the mortgage. Cocks applied at the Land Registry 
Office to be registered as the owner of the roperty and the registrar 
thereupon, in accordance with section 98, on the 20th of April last sent to 
Searles a notice that his caveat would cease to have any effect upon the 
expiration of twenty-one days from the date of the notice, unless an order 
to the contrary should be made by the Chancery Division. On the 2nd 
inst. Searles took out an originating summons, addressed to Cocks and 
Parkes, asking for an order that the caveat might continue to be in full 
force and effect, notwithstanding the notice served on Searles, and that 
Parkes and all other persons ht be restrained from dealing with or 


disposing of the property comp in the m e, except subject to 
the provisions thereof, Section 99 provides that if, before the expiration 
of the twenty-one days, the cautioner before the registrar ‘‘ and 


enters into a bond with sufficient security, conditioned to indemnify every 
person against any damag» which may be sustained by reason of any dis- 
position of the property being delayed, the court may thereupon, if it 
thinks fit, make an order on the registzar yn by to delay register- 
ing any disposition of the property for such further period as is men- 
tioned in the order.”” As the summons could not be made returnable 
until the 11th inst., on which day the twenty-one days would expire, 
Searles, by leave of the court, gave a short notice of motion to the same 
effect as thesummons. The 8 pm my did not appear. 

Norru, J., held that the bond ought to be given to the registrar per- 
sonally, and ordered that, upon this being done before the expiration of 
the twenty-one days, the registrar should delay registering any dealing 
with the property until four days after an order should have been made 
upon the summons.— Covunset, Horace Kent. Sorscrron, N. White. 


Re HORNE’S SETTLED ESTATE—North, J., 5th May. 
Serrtep Lanp—Trust ror Sare—Serrizep Lanp Acr, 1882, s. 63. 


The question in this case was whether land, which was subject toa 
trust for sale under the terms of ‘a will, there being, however, a provision 
that it should not be sold until the expiration of a specified term, could 
be sold under the powers conferred by the Settled and Act. The testa- 
tor, by his will, made in 1874, devised his real estate to trustees, in fee, in 
trust for sale; provided always that, notwithstanding anything therein- 
before contained, his freehold property at M. should not be sold until the 
expiration of twenty-one years from the date of his will. And he declared 
that real estate should, for the purpose of transmission, be impressed with 
the quality of personalty from the time of his death. The income until 
sale was to be applied in the same way as the income arising from the in- 
vestment of the proceeds of sale. The proceeds of sale were to be in- 
vested and the me paid to the testator’s wife during her life or 
widowhood, and after her death or marriege again the capital was to be 
held in trust for the testator’s children, sons, who should attain 
twenty-five, and, oe daughters, who sh attain twenty-five or marry 
under that age, and, if more than one, in equal shares. By section 63 of the 
Settled Land Act, which is headed ‘‘ Settlement by way of trusts for 
sale,’”’ ‘Any land, which under or by virtue of any deed, will, &c., is 
subject to a trust or direction for sale of that land, and for the application 
or disposal of the money to arise from the sale, or the income of that 
money, or the income of the land until sale, or any part of that money 
or income, for the benefit of any for his life or any other limited 
es or for the benefit of two or more persons concurrently for any 

mited period, shall be deemed to be settled dowry 


and the for the time being beneficially entitled to the income of 
the land until sale shall be deemed to be t for life 
two or more are so entitled , then those persons shall 


be deemed to constitute together the tenant life.” 
Norru, J., held that this section did not apply, and that the M. estate could 
not be sold under the Act. The will a trust for sale, with a 
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proviso upon it that the estate was not to be sold until after the expira- 
tion of the twenty-one years. If the proviso was left out, no doubt there 
would be a trust for sale, but the proviso was i of the will, and, taking 
it into account, there was no trust for sale until after the expiration of the 
twenty-one years. Nor did the direction that real estate was to be im- 
pressed with the quality of personalty from the tine ef the testator’s death 
create a power of sale at that time, There was no trust for conversion 
om Warlters Horne; L. E. Shadwell. Soutcrrors, Horne § 
irkett. 


Re PALATINE ESTATE CHARITY AND CHARITABLE TRUSTS 


AOTS—Stirling, J., 1st May. 
Cuarity—Onsects—Cy-Pres—REPARATIONS, ORNAMENTS, AND NECESSARY 
Occasions or CuurcH—-Erection or Sprrt—Satarres oF OrcGanist, &c. 


The income of this charity was applicable ‘‘ for and towards the repara- 
tions, ornaments, and other necessary occasions of the parish church of 
Stoke Newington.”” A scheme had been settled by Lord Romilly in 1857, 
but the income of the charity had since greatly increased, and it had be- 
come necessary to determine how that increase should be dealt with. An 
order for a new scheme having been obtained by the Attorney-General, 
a scheme had been carried into chambers, and in settling it the following 
questions arose :—(1) Whether the erection of a spire, which had formed 
part of the original plan of the present parish church (erected in 1859 by 
subscriptions), but which, owing to want of funds had never been built, 
was within the objects of the charity; and (2) whether the payment of 
the salaries of sexton, organist, singers, and other persons employed in or 
about the church was within such objects. Several district churches had 
been erected in the parish, and it was not disputed that the funds of the 
charity, so far as they were uot required for the parish church, ought, 
under the doctrine of cy-prés, to be divided among such district churches. 

Srraiine, J., said that whether or not a spire was an “‘ornament,”’ us 
to which there might be some doubt, it was, at any rate, a ‘‘ necessary 
occasion,” for it was part of the plan of the church as designed by the 
architect. The erection of the spire was accordingly within the objects of 
the charity. With regard to the salaries, his lordship held they could not 
properly be paid out of the charity funds, except such of them as were 
payable in respect of the fabric of the church and the care thereof. The 
salaries of the sexton and the organ- tuner came within this category ; but 
thoee of the organist, singers, &c., did not.—CovunseL, Cecil Russell ; 
Hastings, Q.C., and Boome; Ingle Joyce ; and Stuart Moore. Soxtcrtors, 
Clabon ; G. ¢ W. Webb; Fenn § Co. 





HIGH COURT.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
REG. +, REGISTRAR OF JOINT-STOCK COMPANIES—4th May. 


Manpamus—Recistrar or Joint-Stock Companrgs—Compantigs Act, 1867, 
8. 25—Dexp insurrictgenTLy StampEp—Sramp Act, 1870, s. 19. 


This was an application to make absolute a rule nisi for a mandamus to 
the Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies commanding him to file a contract 
for the transfer of a businees to the applicant company. The company 
was duly constituted under the Companies Acts on the 31st of December, 
1887, and on the 2nd of January the contract for the transfer of the 
business was executed by the vendors and the company. The company, 
being desirous of having the contract filed under section 25 of the Com- 
panies Act, 1867, tendered it for registration to the Registrar of Joint- 
Stock Companies. The registrar refused to file the contract until it should 
be stamped with an ad valorem stamp. The company then required the 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue, under section 18 of the Stamp Act, 
1870, to adjudicate the amount of stamp duty with which the agree- 
ment was chargeable. The commissioners were of opinion that 
it required an ad valorem stamp. The company then entered into a 
fresh agreement with the vendors, which was executed on the 27th of 
January, and by which it was provided that the company should allot to 
the vendors a certain number of shares, and that the vendors should accept 
such shares in part satisfaction of the price. In this agreement the first 
a was scheduled. The new agreement was stamped with a ten 
shilling stamp and tendered to the registrar to be filed. The registrar 
re to file this agreement until he had seen the first agreement 
|e ge stamped. The company applied for, and obtained, a rule nisi 
or a mandamus, It was now argued on behalf of the registrar that he was 
a servant of the Crown, and that the court would not direct a mandamus to 
a servant of the Crown to compel him to exercise his discretion ; and, 
secondly, that the remedy by mandamus was ousted by reason of the exist- 
ence of another remedy—viz., by appeal from the decision of the Com- 
missioners of Inland Revenue under section 19 of the Stamp Act, 1870. 
The following cases were cited :—Re Barlow (30 L. J. Q. B. 271), Reg. v. 
Lords Commissioners of the Treasury, Queen Dowager’s Annuity (16 Q. B. 357), 
and Reg. v. Lord Commissioners of the Treasury (L. R. 7 Q. B. 387). 

Tus Court (Fietp and Wiis, JJ.) discharged the rule. Fretp, J., 
without deciding the point whether the Registrar of Joint-Stock Com- 
panies was an officer to whom a mandamus might be addressed, was of 
opinion that in this case a mandamus ought not to go. It was clearly 
settled that a mandamus ought not to be granted where there was another 
remedy equally convenient, beneficial, and effectual. When the Com- 
missioners of Inland Revenue decided that the deed required an ad valorem 
stamp, it was competent to the applicants to appeal from that decision 
under section 19 of the Stamp Act, 1870. The remedy provided by that 
section was much more convenient than the remedy by way of 
mandamus ; and it was equally beneficial and effectual. Wrts, J., 
that in the present case a mandamus ought not to go, though he was of 
opinion that the registrar was an officer to whom a mandamus might be 








sent.—CounseL, Sir Henry James, Q.C., and Macaskie; Sir R. B. Webster, 
A.G., and R. 8. Wright. Sorscrrors, Taylor, Hoare, $ Box ; Solicitor of 
Inland Revenue. 


COCK v, ALCOCK—2nd May. 
Evipence—ComMIssION TO EXAMINE WITNESSES ABROAD. 


In this case the question arose whether a commission should be granted 
to examine certain witnesses, servants of the plaintiff, resident in Norway. 
A contract had been entered into between plaintiff and defendant to for- 
ward certain equare ice-blocks to England. The defendant, on their 
arrival, alleged that they were not in the shape contracted for. The 
evidence which the plaintiff desired to get on commission was that these 
blocks were of the required shape at the time of shipment from Norway. 
The case of Lawson v. Vacuum Brake Co. (33 W. R. 186, 27 Ch. D. 137) was 
cited by the defendant as an authority for refusing the commission. It 
was urged on his behalf that that case decided that where it is sought to 
have a material witness examined abroad, the party asking to have him 
examined abroad must shew clearly that he cannot bring him to this 
country to be examined at the trial. aed 

Tue Court (Fiecp and Wi11s, JJ.), held that the commission should be 
granted. Fre.p, J., said that the case cited had not altered the old rule 
that a commission to examine witnesses abroad shonid issue as a matter of 
course if the Party who wanted the evidence swore that the witnesses 
could give material evidence on the question at issue. There was, indeed, 
an important exception to this rule in the case of an application for the 
examination of the plaintiff himself. There, if the case was such that the 
evidence which he would give in his own favour could not be tested with- 
out cross-examination, there was good ground for refusing the application 
for a commission. It had been contended that because the witnesses were 
in the employ of the plaintiff he could compel them to come over to Eng- 
land, but he would have to maintain them here, and the only evidence 
they could give was as to certain facts as to the shape of the ice-blocks, 
Wits, J., concurred, and added that the headnote to Lawson v. The 
Vacuum Brake Co. in the Law Reports was inaccurate. The evidence 
sought to be obtained was not from an alter ego of the plaintiff as in that 
case.—CounseL, Meek ; Aspinall. Soxicrrons, Turnbull, Tilley, § Lowther ; 
Wilson. 


REG. v. INLAND REVENUE COMMISSIONERS—7th May. 
IntoxicaTinc Liqvors—Licence—P.uacg or Pusiic ENTERTAIMENT. 


This was an application on behalf of the proprietor of the Empire 
Theatre for a mandamus to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue to grant 
a licence for the sale of oo a eae on his premises. The Empire 
Theatre was not licensed by the Lord Chamberlain, nor established by 
letters patent, but was licensed by the justices of the peace as a place of 
public entertainment. A justices’ licence for the sale of intoxicating 
liquors had not been obtained under the Licensing Act of 1872, and the 
Commiesioners of Inland Revenue refused to grant a liquor licence until 
that had been obtained. The Commissioners waived any rizht they might 
have to raise the question as to whether the court had jurisdiction to grant 
a mandamus against them. 

Tue Court (Frzxtv and Wits, JJ.) held that no mandamus should be 


‘granted. Freip, J., said that though the Act 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 39 


authorized the Commissioners to grant licences for the sale of beer, spirits, 
aud wines in a licensed theatre or place of public entertainment, the later 
Act of 1872 introduced new provisions. It was declared in the —— 
to that Act that ‘‘ it is expedient to amend the law for the sale by retail 
of intoxicating liquors and the regulation of public-houses and other places 
in which intoxicating liquors are sold.”” That shewed that the Act was in- 
tended to strike at all places where intoxicating liquors are sold except 
those mentioned in the saving clause, and in that clause places of public 
entertainment, such as the establishment in question, were not included. 
The Act of 1872 required that certain conditions should be complied with 
in the obtaining of licences. So far as it was inconsistent with the 
earlier Act it must be taken to operate as a repeal. Wits, J., concurred. 
—Counset, Sir C. Russell, Q.C., and F. Fulton ; Sir E. Clarke, 8G, and 
R. S. Wright ; Danckwertz. Soxtcrrors, Tyrrel, Lewis, § Co. ; Sulicitor to 
Inland Revenue. 








THE NEW PROVISIONS AS TO STAMP DUTIES. 


Tue following is the text of the clauses of the Customs and Inland 
Revenue Bill (as amended in Committee of the House of Commons) 
which are referred to elsewhere :— 

15. As to’ stamp duty on equitable mortgages.| (1) The ad valorem duty 
——- upon @ mortgage under the Stamp Act, 1870, shall cease to be 
payable upon an equitable mortgage effec by an agreement or memo- 
randum under hand only relating to the deposit of dl title deeds or in- 
struments constituting or being evidence of the title to any property 
whatever (other than stock or marketable security), or creating a charge 
on such property, and in lieu of such duty every such agreement or 
memorandum shall be charged with the duty of one shilling for every 
one hundred pounds, and any fractional part of one hundred pounds, of 
the amount secured by the equitable mortgage. E 

(2) Where the total amount which may be at any time secured by any 
equitable mortgage is unascertained or unlimited in the first instance, and 
the ad valorem stamp duty impressed on the agreement or memorandum in 
conformity with this section is available under section one hundred and 
seven of the Stamp Act, 1870, for such an amount only as such duty ex- 
tends to cover, such ent or memorandum shall for the purpose of 
stamp duty be deemed to be anew and separate agreement or memo- 
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tandum, bearing date on the day on which any advance or loan is made 
in excess of the amount covered by the duty impressed thereon. 

18. Provisions as to the stamping of instruments.] (1) The following pro- 
visions — — in on instru: ~ ments oy specified 

ing of this Act which are chargeable with ad valorem duty as 
E the Srirst Schedule hereto. . 

(a.) The instrument, unless it is written upon duly stamped material, 
shall be duly stamped with the proper ad valorem duty before the 
expiration of thirty eo after it is first executed, or a‘ter it has 
been first received in the United Kingdom in case it is first exe- 
cuted at any place out of the United gdom, unless the opinion of 
the Commissioners of Inland Revenue, with t to the amount 
of duty with which the instrument is chargeable, has, before such 
expiration, been required under the provisions of section eighteen 
of the Stamp Act, 1870. 

(d.) In case the opinion of the said Commissioners with t to any 
such instrument has been required, the instrument shall be 
stamped in accordance with the assessment of the Commissioners 
within fourteen days after the date of notice of such assess- 
ment. 

(c.) Ifany such instrument is not duly stamped in conformity with 
the foregoing provisions, the person in that behalf specified in the 
first schedule hereto shall forfeit the sum of ten pounds, and in 
addition to the penalty payable by law on stamping the instrument 
there shall be paid an additional penalty equivalent to the stamp 
duty thereon, unless a reasonable excuse for the delay in stamping, 
or for the omission to stamp, or the insufficiency of stamp, be 
afforded to the satisfaction of the said Commissioners, or of the 
court, judge, arbitrator, or referee before whom it is produced. 

(2) Sub-section 2 of section fifteen of the Samp Act, 1870, shall be 
read as if the words ‘‘thirty days’’ were substituted in provision (a.) for 
the words ‘‘two months,’’ and the word ‘“‘three’’ was substituted in 
provision (4.) for the word ‘‘ twelve.” 

19. Provision as to the stamp duty on assig ts of policies of life assur- 
ance.| (1) No assignment of a policy of life assurance shall confer on the 
assignee therein named, his executors, administrators, or assigns, any 
right to sue for the moneys assured or secured thereby, or to give a valid 
discharge{for the same, or any part thereof, unless such assignment is 
duly stamped, and no payment eha!l be made to any person claiming 
under any such assignment unless the same is duly stamped. 

(2) If any payment shall be made in contravention of this section, the 
stamp duty not paid upon the assignment, together with the penalty 
payable on stamping the same, shall be a debt due to her Majesty from 
the company or — by whom such payment is made, and shall be 
recoverable as such accordingly. 

20. Conditions and agreements as to stamp duty void.] Every condition of 
sale framed with the view of precluding objection or requisition upon the 
ground of absence or insufficiency of stamp upon any instrument 
executed after the passing of this Act, and every contract, arrangement, 
or undertaking for assuming the liability on account of absence or in- 
sufliciency of stamp upon any such instrument or indemnifying against 
such liability, absence, or insufficiency, shall be void. 











A POINT OF PRECEDENCE. 


In connection with the forthcoming Royal visit to Blackburn, says the 
Manchester Guardian, an ee oe has arisen between the 
recorder of the borough (Mr. M. W. Mattinson, M.P.) and Mr. W. E. L. 
Gaine, the town clerk of the borough, as to who shall read the address of 
welcome to the Prince and Princess of Wales. Each gentleman claims 
that it is his especial privilege to read the address, but the town clerk is 
supported by a resolution of the town council, passed some time ago, that 
he sould read the address. At the ne, meeting of the Blackburn 
Town Council last week, the town clerk introduced the matter, 
which, he said, he had considerable hesitation in doing, as it was 
contrary to the express wish of the learned recorder to whom he 
was about to refer. At the same time, he would not be doing 
his | to the corporation or to the dignity of the office which he 
held unless he mentioned the subject. He proceeded to explain that at 
the previous meeting of the council it was decided that he should read the 
loyal addresses to be presented to the Prince and Princess of Wales. The 
recorder thought that upon an occasion of that kind it was the function 
and province of the recorder to read the address of the ration. He 
(the town clerk) held a directly yy © inion. The address was the 
property of the corporation, and as such it stood to reason that they 
should decide who should read it. Ought they to ask their own senior 
legal officer or to ask an officer under the Crown to read the address? He 
ventured to think that they ought not to ask any gentleman holding office 
under the Crown. It had been suggested that it was the invariable prac- 
tice — such occasions for the recorder to read the address. It was true 
there had been a long established custom to that effect, but it was not the 
invariable one. He had communicated with the town clerks of 
other important towns, amongst them the oldest and most ex- 
perienced town clerks in the country, and they all held the same opinion 
as he did. He should very much regret if anything he did should prevent 
the attendance of the recorder on the 9th of May. The recorder held a 
different view to what he did, and was therefore not prepared to attend. 
It was not a personal matter with him (the town clerk), and if it was the 
wish of the council he was perfectly willing to stand aside. He should 
very much regret the absence of the recorder, but he had only done what 
he thought to be right to vindicate what he believed to be the honour and 


dignity of the office he held. He invited the council, if the Lary ays 
to reconsider their previous resolution and do what they liked the 


matter, After some discussion it was unanimously resolved that the 
town clerk should read the address, as decided at the previous meeting. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the Board of Directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 9th inst., Mr. Henry Roscoe in the chair. The other directors present 
were Messrs. W. B. Brook, J. H. Kays, N. T. Lawrence, R. Penn 
and Sidney Smith, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £365 was dis- 
tributed in grants of relief, thirty-six new members were admitted to 
the aseociation, and other general business was transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


RESULTS AT THE RECENT BAR AND SOLICITORS’ 
EXAMINATIONS. 


At the recent April Solicitors’ Examinations 191 candidates entered for 
the Final and 260 for the Intermediate. Of these, 106 and 179 respec- 
tively passed, giving 445 and 30°7, &c., per cent. of failures. At the 
January examinations 27 cent. failed at the Final, and a little over 36 
per cent. at the Intermediate. 

At the Easter Bar Examination, out of 78 candidates at the general 
examination, 62 succeeded, and at the Roman law examination, 76 out of 
83. This leaves only 20°51, &c., and 8°43, &c., of failures, and considering 
the easy nature of the questions, the trouble of holding the examinations 
might almost be dispensed with. 


Tue Soxicrrors’ Honours Examination. 


We believe that 50 candidates entered for the examination recently 
held, 4 which the ee will he - a cntine cndon con- 
veyancing paper con several easy -work qu a few of 
a harder J soho in the A B O form. Questions 3, 4, and 8 would 
probably cause some trouble. Question 8 in the conveyancing paper goes 
practically over the same ground as question 11, the first q ion in the 
equity paper. We think this should be avoided, as it easily might be. 
Otherwise the equity paper is a very fair one, the questions being well 
spread over the us eads of equity jurisprudence, three being on trusts, 
two on — performance, aud one on each of the following subjects :— 
—— p, company law, relief against penalties, sales by the court. 

he common law and bankruptcy paper gave plenty of scope for the can- 
didate to display his knowloden, was well set. Question 27: “State 
the result of some of the recent decisions as to what additions or variation 
are fatal to the validity of a bill of sale” (i.¢., one falling under the 
Amendment Act), might take a considerable time to answer if the can- 
didate supported his answer by q cases as authority. The recent 
important case of The Bernina , and the effect of the decision in 
reference to the doctrine of contributory negligence. Two of the ten 
questions were on bankruptcy, which seems a fair proportion. The fourth 
paper is always a great mixture, but the proportion between the various 
subjects, as regards their relative importance, was well kept. Two ques- 
tions were set on probate, divorce, and admiralty respectively, one on 
ecclesiastical law, and three on crimes. We cannot see that it would be 
advantageous for the candidate to spend much time over ecclesiastical law 
either for the Pass or for the Honours Examination. The questions seem 
well selected, but questions 38 and 39 are too closely connected, consider- 
eS ~ that but three questions are devoted to the whole field of 

w. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Finat Examination. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
~~ = ea at the Final Examination held on the 17th and 18th of April, 


sit Teepe se 
Adeney, e 
Allen, inald Lloyd 
Ashton, Henry Buxton Angier 
Atherton, John — 
Atkins, Percy Oo. 
Bastide, Harry 

e, 
Beckwith, John, B.A. 


Charlton, Oswald 

Clowes, Albert Frank 

Cobb, John Gerard, B.A. 
Ernest 


Cockle, 
tus Cerk, Robert Charles 
quhoun, B.A., ae Soe Charles 


, Alexander 
Ourrie, Cecil Edmund, B.A. 





Dain, Henry Bennett 
Bennett, Harry Macaulay, B.A. Daniel, Newton Charles 
Bickford, Thomas Tozer Davies, William George 
Blackmore, Hugh Enes Druitt, 
Blake, Robert Worthy Ed William George Albert 
Booth, Joseph Lister 
Brady, Harry Alfred, B.A. Farmer, James Herbert 
Braithwaite, James Edmund er, Basil, B.A 
Bucknall, Acton Thomas Forward, John Adams 
Bunting, William Braylesford Gibson, J 
Butt, John Henry Stuart Giddins, Charles S 
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Richard Barker William 
gon, Percy Forbes 
Hill, Richard 
Hobrow, Horace Montague 
Hosegood, Alfred 
Hughes, William 


Gress Thomas Tylston, M.A. 
H ’ 


Ingram, Charles Frederick, B.A. 


Izod, Henry Allen 

Jenkins, Robert Owen 

Jotcham, William Clarke, B.A. 
Jourdain, Albert Edward Towle 
Kemp, Alexander Davidson 
Knight, Cecil Archdale 

Lance, Cyril William 

Leach, Edmund 


Llewellin, Thomas Johnes, B.A. 
Malleson, Mortimer Drewe, B.A. 


Marshall, Francis Eden, B.A. 
Marshall, John 

Marshall, Robert 

Martineau, Philip Hubert, B.A. 
Mayhew, Percy Sumner 
Morgan William 

Overy, James Robert 

Parker, Herbert Woods 

Parry, William Robert 
Peacocke, Francis O’ Neill 
Peele, William Charles Clement 
Philipps, John Lewes 

Pike, Sidney Wentworth 
Pilling, Charles Ernest 
Pinsent, Hume Chancellor 
Poley, Ernest Edward 
Prichard, Richard Henry 
Purchase, Francis Habin 


Rawlings Walter James 

Reeve, Thomas David 

Ridley, William Allder 

Rimmer, Reginald 

Roberts, Tom Hartley 

Rogers, William Augustus Fydell 

Rushby, James William, LL.B. 

Salt, Walter Sutton 

Scatliff, Horace Parr 

Sharpley, Philip Henry 

Shells, Frederick Walter 

Simmons, Robert 

Simpson, John Alexander 

Smith, Henry John 

Smyth, Percy Meliss 

Stokoe, Thomas Lambton 

Stones, Charles 

Strong, Thomas Slack 

Tanner, Edward Foster 

Thompson, Justus Arthur Poole 
Phelps 

Thompson, Luke 

Thring, George Herbert, B.A, 

Todd, Thomas Burland 

Tristram, Percy Preston, B.A. 

Turner, Richard 

Tutin, George 

Warner, Harry Leonard, B.A 

Waterhouse, Thomas Kirkam 

Watts, Henry Moore 

Webb, Edwin James Turner 

Wheldon, Robert 

White, Francis Symons 

Willans, William Ernest 

Williams, Rice Rowland 


INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION, 


E The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 19th of April, 


1888 :— 


Adames, Ermest Gribbon 

Allen, William Edward Romilly 
Allison, Thomas Jordan 
Anning, Edward Herbert 
Arkell, Thomas Norman, B.A. 
Armstrong, John Backhouse 
Ashby-Darby, Gerald Sorton 


Evans, Harold Vivian 

Evans, Worthington Laming 
Fairer, Edwin John 

Farncombe, George Richard, B A. 
Fawcus, Louis Edward, B.A. 
Fisher, Horace James, B.A. 
Fletcher, Arthur Monk 


Atcherly, Richard Topping Beverley Forbes, James Ochoncar 


Ayre, Fearnley Feweon 

Bagshaw, John Edward Burton 
ey, Thomas Holden 

Bairstow, Arthur 

Bardsley, George Henry 

Barham, Oornelius Herbert 


Ford, Alexander James 

Ford, Alfred Rogers 

Fordham, Montague Edward, B A. 
Gamlin, Francis John 

Gamon, John Percival, B.A. 
Gilman, Francis 


Barraclough, Norman Charles, LL. B.Gladstone, John Ernest 


Barrett, Horace 

Belden, Arthur Teanby 
Berry, Albert George 

Best, William Vaughan 
Binns, Percy Noel 

Blades, Henry Dawson 
Bowley, Francis Bulmer Lyon 
Bromwich, Francis Henry 
Brown, John Williamson 
Budden, Herbert Augustus 
Budden, James Pearce 
Burton, William Henry 
Butler, William Leonard 
Carruthers, Alexander Johnston 
Challinor, Reginald 


Goodman, Godfrey Davenport 
Goold, John Heyden 

Gradwell, William Newby 
Greene, John Wollaston 
Greenwood, John Anderton, B.A. 
Grieveson, James Edward 
Griffith, Llewelyn John Theophilus 
Hassall, Arthur Edward, B.A. 
Haviland, Frederick Henry, B.A. 
Haworth, John 

Hayne, Henry Bertram Robinson 
Henwood, Thomas Walkom 
Hicks, Ernest, B.A. 

Hirst, John Lee, B.A. 

Holmes, Thomas Barton, B.A. 


Clabburn, Henry James Catling,Hood, Henry Acland 


LL.B., B.A. 
Clarke, James Morgan Strachan 
Clay, Isaac Whiteley, B.A. 
Colton, Thomas 
Cooper, Godfrey Charles, B.A. 


Hough, Topham Hough, B.A. 
Hudson, Arthur Vaughan 
Hussey, Charles Cochrane 
Huxtable, Edmund Victor 
Jacques, John William Frederick 


Cornish, Charles Landsborough, B.A.Jee, John Christian 


Cowley, Edward Rowland 
Cox, Oswald 

Crimp, Harris Norman 
Dahne, Ernest Martin Clason 
Darling, Henry 

Davenport, James Gladstone 
Davies, Robert Owen 

Diggle, John Squire 

Dix, John Hardcastle 


Edwardes, William Rober 
Edwards, John Bruen 
Ellis, Hiram 


Jefferies, Walter Henry, B.A., LL B. 

Johnson, Matthew Graham 

Jones, Edward Henry 

Jones, Ernest Heys 

Jones, Percy Dowsland 

Kealy, Oswald William 

Keele, Edward Yorke 

King, Charles Wimpenny, B.A, 
LL.B. 

Knowles, Francis Gordon 

Lawson, George Stephenson 

Levy, Henry Frederick 

Lishman, William Hugh 

Livesey, Alfred John 











Shirer, John Alexander, B.A. 
Skilbeck, William Wray, B.A. 
Smith, Algernon Jason, B.A. 
Smith, Arthur 


Macaulay, Aulay 

Mathison, William Henry 

May, Frederick 

May, Robert George, B.A. 

Mayfield, Charles Glossop Smith, James Edward 

Meager, Trevor Oswald Spencer, John James 

Mewburn, George Richmond, B.A. Stranding, Thomas 

Moger, George Ernest, B.A. Stevens, Henry George 

Moon, William Robert Stewart, George Laurence, B.A. 

Moore, Charles William, B.A. Stileman, Herbert Ives 

Morgan, Ernest Charles Stubbs, George John Rollings 

Murton, George Tangye, Arthur Llewellyn 

Naish, Charles Terry, Thomas Henry 

Nixon, William Thomas, David Williams Evan 

Nuttall, Frank Dally Thomas, Molyneux Frederick 

O’ Donoghue, Thomas Good Thompson, Robert Gascoigne 

Orford, Lewis Alfred, B.A. Thorowgood, Frederic John 

Ormerod, Arthur Claude Tonkin, William Bernard 

Orridge, Benjamin Herbert Rutter Trethowan, William James 

Passman, Charles Herbert, B.A. Trustram, Edward Jones, B.A. 

Phillimore, George Ernest Turner, Frank 

Pickering, Rowland Hayes EvansTyrwhitt, Beachamp Edward 
Umfreville, B.A. Wade, Charles Stewart Douglas, B.A. 

Plant, Edward Ashley Wade, Richard 

Prance, Miles Herbert Wallett, Russell Gladstone 

Pryce, Henry Louis Vanneck, B,A. Wallis, Eustace Frederic 

Rawstorne, Robert Edward, B.A. Waterman, John Howard 

Rawstorne, William Webb, John Edgar 

Reed, Percy Dawson White, Alfred 

Rees, Theophilus Aneuryn White, Frederick Lumley, B.A. 

Roger, Morrice Wilson, B.A. Whiteside, Henry 

Russell, William Herbert Wigan, Ernest Edward, B.A. 

Sanderson, John Tunstall Williams; Charles Ernest St. Barbe 

Saulez, Alfred Harrison Williams, Ernest George Scott 

Sawers, Robert James Wimbush, John Bourchier 

Schierwater, Frederic Amandus Wingfield, George Arthur 

Scholes, Robert Wood, Arthur 

Searby, Frank Wood, John 

Seedhouse, Thomas Herbert Wright, Jesse 

Shaw, George Wykes, Jchn Theodore, B.A. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Water furrtey Surrey, barrister, died on the 1st inst. Mr. 
Shirley was the son of Mr. William Edwood Shirley, solicitor, of Doncas- 
ter, and was born in 1851. He was educated at Rugby and at Balliol 
College, Oxford, where he graduated second class in Jurisprudence in 
1875. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in November, 
1876, and he had practised on the North-Eastern Circuit, and at the 
Wert Riding, Leeds, Sheffield, and Bradford Sessions. He was author of 


-a treatise on ‘‘ Magisterial Law,’ and of a series of ‘‘ Leading Cases at 


Common Law.’’ At the General Election of 1885 he contested the 
Doncaster Division of the West Riding of Yorkshire in the Liberal inter- 
est, when he defeated the Conservative candidate, the Hon. Alfred 
Gathorne Hardy by a large majority. He acted with the extreme 
Radical party, and he supported Mr. Gladstone’s Home Rule Bill. At 
the General Election of 1886 he was re-elected by a majority of 278 over 
the Hon. William Fitzwilliam, the Unionist Liberal candidate, but a few 
months ago he retired from Parliament. Mr. Shirley was unmarried. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun Leynourn Gopparp, barrister, has been appointed Secretary 
to the Royal Commission on the Teaching University of London. Mr. 
Goddard is the son of Mr. George Goddard, and was born in 1839. He 
was educated at Trinity Hall, Cambridge, where he graduated in the 
third class of the law tripos in 1860. He was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in Hilary Term, 1863, and he is a member of the South- 
Eastern Circuit. He was secretary to the Copyright Commission. 


Mr. Frepericx Ricuarp Roserts, solicitor (of the firm of Roberts & 
Evans), of Aberystwith, has been appointed Deputy-Clerk of the Peace 
for Cardiganshire. Mr. Roberts is the son of the late Mr. Frederick 
Rowland Roberts, solicitor. He was admitted in 1883. 

Mr. Jonn Avcustus Harwoop, barrister, has been appointed to act as 
Attorney-General of the Straits Settlements. Mr. Harwood is the only 
son of Mr. John Harwood. He was called to the bar at the Middle Tem- 
ple in Trinity Term, 1871, 

Mr. Joun Brumext, barrister, has been appointed to act as a Puisne 
Judge of the Supreme Court of the Colony of British Guiana. Mr. Brumell 
is the third son of Mr. George Brumell. He was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1875, and he has been for several years a 
stipendiary magistrate for British Guiana. 


Mr. Gronce Haxry Piper, solicitor (of the firm of Piper & Lilley), of 
Ledbury, has been elected President of the Herefordshire Law Society for 
the ensuing year. Mr. Piper is registrar of the Ledbury County Court. 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1849. 

Mr. Cuurton H. Ticke11, solicitor, of 37, Walbrook, London, has been 


appointed. a Commissioner to administer Oaths for the Colonies of Tas- 
mania, Queensland, and Western Australia. 
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CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.utions. 
Hersert Gzeorce Unperwoop Exuiorr and Epoar al Watson, 
solicitors (Watson & Elliott), of Newport, Salop. April 18 
[ Gazette, May 4. 


James Henry Sprrorr and Henry Racianp Deck, solicitors (Sprott, 
Son, & Deck), of Shrewsbury. April 26. 


Joun Ropert Everart and Henry Joun Swan, solicitors (Everall & 
Swan), of Nottingham. May 1. The said Henry John Swan retires 
from the said any e oe will henceforth be carried on 
by the said John Robert Everall [ Gazette, May 8. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE., 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date APPEAL CouRT APPEAL Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 1, No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
Mon., May Mr. Garsington Mr. Rolt Mr. Koe Mr. Ward 
Tuesday ee Godfre: Clowes Pemberton 
Wednes vie Lavi Golltrey bien } = ale 
' Yo owes ‘em! n 
Friday ...... 18 Leach Rolt Koe Ward 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NokrTs, STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Mr, Pugh Mr. Beal Mr. Jackson 
Lavie Leach nm 
Pug Beal Jackson 
Lavie Leach 
Pugh Beal Jackson 








The Whitsun Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 19th day of May, and 
terminate on Tuesday, the 22nd day of May, 1888, both days inclusive. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


CoMMERCIAL BANK OF Loxpon, LimITED.—Petn for winding up, peoranted Ma 
1, directed to be heard before Stirling, J.. on May 12. Eldred & Bignold, 
Queen Victoria-street, solors for petner 

.—Petn for wiading up, presented May directed to be 
heard before Stirling, J.,on May 12. Vallance & Co, Louleed House, George- 
yd, eolors for petner 

CREDIT FONCIER (TRANSFERRED ASSETS) Co., LiwITED.—Peta for windin ‘ "4 
sented May 3, directed to be heard before Stirling, J., on May 12, Valenss 
Co, Lombard "House. George yd, solors for petner 

UniITED KinGpoM METAL EDGED Box Co., TED.—Petn for windin; 
sented May 3, directed to be heard before Stirling, J., on May 12. Whitheld & 
Richardson, Finsbury pavement, solors for petn: 


UNLIMITED IN cits. 


York BuILDINGS WATER WoRKS.—Petn for winding up, presented May 3, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, May 12. Freshfields & 
Williams, Bank bldngs, solors for petners 

COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Emmott & Co.—Petn for winding up, presented May 2, Gizeced to be heard 
before Bristowe, V.C.,on Monday. a 14, at the Assize C Strangeways, 
Manchester, at 11. Storer & Co, Manchester, solors for nnd 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Court Roya BELLS, ANCIENT ORDER OF FORESTERS, Six Bells Inn, Handcroft 
rd, Croydon. April 30 
LEICESTE AND NORTHAMPTONSHIRE FRIENDLY Society, 86, Rutland st, 


RSHIRE 
Leicester. May 1 
London Gaszette—TUESDAY, May 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Sa RicHarpson & Co, LiwiTep.—By an order made by Chitty, we 
April 28, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Lickfold, 

solor for petner 

LICENSED VICTUALLERS’ MUTUAL TRADING ASSOCIATI LuowiTep.— Petn for 
winding up, presented May 4, eS to be heard Teteve Chitty, J » June 2, 
G. Gorton, Bedford row, solors for petners 

NEWSPAPER PROPRIETORS, TED.—Petn for winding up, presented May 5, 
directed to be heard before Stirling, J, on Saturday, June2. Fiegz & Son, 
Suffolk House, a tomer, A hill. solors for petners 

Sussex MuiiTary TRAINING COLLEGE Co., LiMiTED, — Kay, J, has fixed 
Wednesday, May 16, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official 


liquidator 
CounTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
BIRKDALE VICTORIA BREWERY Co, LriwiTED.—By an order made by Fox-Bri-towe, 
V.C., dated April 26, it was ordered that the company be wound up, Maw 
& Hodson Southport, solors for petner 
NATIONAL CONDENSED M1xLx Co, Liurrep.—Creditors are required, on 
June 6, to send their names and oparesses, and of their d J 4 ape or 
Edwin Guthrie, King st, Man » June 19, at 11.30, is 
appointed for hearing and = udicating upon debts and 
NATIONAL CONDENSED MILK LIMITED.— Vice Chancellor has, by an order 
ted _ 9, appointed Eawin Guthrie, mie st, Manchester, to bet official 


liqui: 
YounG & TAYLOR, LuxrTEeD.—Petn for winding up, ited May 7, directed to 
= heard bolas Destewe, wa oa sae rsday, y ee ; Courts, 
trangeways, Manchester, at 11. ows, Mancheste or for petner 
Oye RIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


CourT VALE OF GLAMORGAN, ANCIENT ORDER OF FORESTERS, Horse and Groom 
Inn, Cowbridge, Glamorgan. May? 


CREDIT Co.. 











CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day oF Clam. 

London Gazette.—FRiDaAy, April 20. 


ABBOTT, WILLIAM. Cam a tun, Stock Broker. June 1. McDer- 
mott v Abbott, Stitling, J. Holmes, Clement's 

FRANCKE, AXEL PATRICK, Portsdown rd, Maida lane, * Merchant. May 25. Drake 
& A v Francke, No: Irvine, Mark lane 

LupEN, WiriL1aM J OSEPH, Upp r rama Gent. May 18, Luden v Glynes, 
Chitty, J. ¢ J. Cree, Gray’s 

a JAMES PLUMMER, Bow rae Licensed Victualler. May 4. Nutland v 

ans, Kay, J. Taylor & Taylor, New Broad st 

a. ‘Ronaas, away, ah - eae May 25. Button v Sutton, Chitty, J. 
Ommanney, Gt Winchester 

Watkins, THoMas Epwakrp, Wisltehead’s grove, Chelsea. May 23. Price v 
Terrell, oe Essex st 


London Gasette.—TUEsDAY, A 
vam: Joum, Te Rotherham, Grocer. May 29. Becout’ v 7 Chitty, J. Brown, 


London Gazette,—Fripay, April 27. 
Cormyzaxn, ea Ripley, Grocer. May 25, Copentake v Copestake, Chitty, J. 
eake, 
LEWIS, GEORGE, Whittington Salop, Gent. May 22. Lewis v Lewis, Stirlio 
J. Williams, Newto “4 * . - 


. 


Landen Gazetie.—TUESDAY, May 1 
eS Mary ANNE, Salcott rd, Wandsworth. May 24. Duce v Duce, Chitty, J. 
bel Ps greeters bury. Paper Merchant. May 31. Gondolt 
8 oomspu r .) ondo. 
"y Henkel, Mtirling. J. Guildhall ob. . 
pla eo .— FRIDAY, seed 
Fry, bt ad ye Bakon, Penarth, Merchant. June 1. Fry v Fry, Chitty, J. 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF OLA. 
London Gasette.—TuEsDaY, April 24. 


ADAMSON, B J H, Cullercoats, Northumberland, Lieut. in Royal Navy. June 1. 
Fenwicke & Co, Newcastle on Tyne 
ANDERSON, MaRGARET, Hobart st. June 30. Salusbury, Leicester 


Danone, Hd a, Broughton pk, Manchester, Esq. May 31. Doyle & Scholfield, 
anches 
BURWICK, ANN Mary, Broughton in Furness. May 12. Jackson, Ulverston 


Busu, HENRY STRATTON, Alphington, nr Exeter. May 24. Orchard, Exeter 
CLARKE, oon 1, Beboceie, Rutland, Farmer and Grazier. May 26. Hodgkin- 
CLIFT, Taaac Phases, Dalton in Furness, I ster, Point June 1, 


Poole, Ulverston 
Corina, Rev JaMES, Stow Maries Rectory, Essex, Clerk in Holy Orders. June 


24, es & Davenport, Chancery 
CURLING, THOMAS BLIZARD, Bronewick 04 sq, Brighton, Esq. May 31. Rivington 
& Son, poe bldgs 


Davingos, ROBERT, Douro villas, Cheltenham, Esq. June 2. Bowlings & Co, 


Essex st 

Dened, EDWARD, Union rd, Rotherhithe, Master Mariner. May 18. Hicklin & 
‘o, Trinity 

Exuiort, AxpuEw Uxxrrts, Longfleet, Poole, Lath Render. May 25. Trevanion 

Fostsr, GEORGE, Exmouth, Merchant. May 24. Orchard, Exeter 

FRANKIN, Emma, Corn Market st, Oxford, Junei. Bickerton, Oxford 


GILPIN, FREDERICK HENRY, Cannock, Stafford, Esq. May 20. Neve & Cress- 
well, Wolverhampton 
GITSHAM, "URAH, Exeter May 26 Jerman, Exeter 


HoLioway, WILLIAM, Exeter, Retired Innkeeper. May 24. Orchard, Exeter 
HULL, Georg, Southampton, Innkeeper. July 1. Coxwell & Pope, Southamp- 


n 
Ives, ELIZABETH, Northampton. Junei. Nelson & Co, Essex st 
KEMPSTER, JOHN, Jeffreys mm, Clapham Rise, Solicitor. May 23. Kempster, 


Lower Kennin 
HARLOTTS ANNE, Minehead, Somerset, May 10. Clarke & 
—-" JOHN, Gainsborough, Shipwright. June 5, Hayes & Son, Gains- 


bor 
Manrin, Joum, Brighton. Junei. Nye, Brighton 


Maung, Rev Father Jamzes ARTHUR, Burgess hill, Sussex, Clerk in Holy Orders, 
Lyf 26. Few & Co, Surrey st 
OwEns, SAMUEL, Whitefriars st, Togineer. June 30. Dod & Co, Berners st 


rd, | PATRY, JaMEs, Cambridge ter, Regent’s pk, Esq. June 1. Vandercom & Qo, 


ne 
PAvLL, JAMES WARE, Ilminster, Somerset. June1. Paull, Iiminster 
ro + Bras, Lambton terr, East Greenwich May 30 Ruddle, Southamp 
n bldgs 
Raaeatr, Davip Focmane, Coronation rd, Bristol, Accountant June 30 Abbot 


& Co, Bristo 
OUMERU, JOHN a7 Austinfriars, Solicitor June 12 Abercrombie, Austin- 


THO EvaN, sen, Bordesley pk rd, Birmingham, Carpenter May 8 Coley & 
Coley, Birmingham 
WALL, THoMaS, Clevedon, Gent June 24 Perham, Bristol 


Woop, SaRnaH, Wilberforce rd, Finsbury pk May 26 Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 
WoopHamMs, WILLIAM, villas, East Dulwich rd, Wine and Vinegar 

Maker June? arene eon row 

London Gazette.—FRipay, April 27. 

ApaMs, ELIZABETH JULIA, Dawlish. June1. Tweedie, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ALLISON, Joun, Louth, Miller June 30. Bell & Ingoldby, Louth 
AVERILL, ANN, Perry Barr, Stafford. May19. Hickman, Birmingham 
Baxter, Rosanna, Kingston upon Hull. June 16. England & Co, Hull 


BaanpaaM, ANDESW Basss, Lyme Regis, Esq. June 1. Mount & Son, Grace- 
oesbt Smiths lane aes Gorn, sumeay May 2%. Hunt & Ca, 


ARNELL, Louth, Gent. June 80. Bell & Ingoldby, Louth 
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CovsEn, Mary ANN, Redland, Bristol. May 28. Brown, Bristol 

Gooner. JEAN, Sherborne, Warwick. June 4. Overell & Son, Leamington 
ors 

CRUICKSHANK, FARAH, Queen Anne st, Cavendish sq. May 31. Dowson & Co 


Bedford row 
Dgan, THOMAS, Leigh, Lancaster, Corn Dealer. May 10. Widdows, Leigh 


~~ Cuaneee, Kender st, Old Kent rd, Bricklayer. May 28. Waring: 
A t 
ExXG.LanpD, JouN, Kingston upon Hull, Solicitor. Jone i6. England & Co, Hull 


Evans, JAMES, Liverpool, Gent. July 1. Dixon & Syers, Liverpool 
FintuH. WILLIAM, Cainscross, Gloucester, Innkeeper. June1. Witchell & Sons, 


uu 
Graves, Rev Joun, Kensington. May 25. Vallance & Co, Lombard House 
Hunton, Epwin, Fallowfield, nr Manchester, Esq. June 9. Sale & Co, Man- 


Suman Mane ANN, Newport, I W. June ?3. Bailey, Newport 

JaMES, Rev Joun, Long Sutton, Somerset. May 26. Tuson, Ilchester 

Jongs, Mary, Bromley. June2. Cree & Son, Gray’s inn sq 

Krnapon, Mary, Stonehouse, Gloucestershire. May 31. Lawrence, Bristol 
M1118, RicHarp, Wootton Bassett, Wilts. May 6. Bevir, Wotton Bassett 
MoxGan, JOHN Masport, Farnham, Surrey. Mayi9. Beor & Co, Swansea 
NEWDIGATE, ALBERT LEWIS, Temple Ewell, Kent, Engineer. May 12. Knocker, 
PARKER, FREDERICK AvGustTvus, Manchester, Gent. June 4. Senior & Barratt, 


Wakefield 
PHILLIPS, GEORGE, Regent st, Advertising Contractor. May 21. Neal, Lime 


RavGEs, AUGUSTUS, Mildmay pk, Canonbury, Watchmaker June 2 Munns & 
Longden, Old Jew ay 
RICHARD, Ev1za JANE, Worthing. June 4. Renshaw, Suffolk lane, E.C 


RIpEHOUGH, HaReRigt, Halifax. Junei. Hill, Halifax 


Ross, bn non Lovisa, Sparkbrook, nr Birmingham. May 24. Perry, Bir- 
mingba' 
SHARP, JOSEPH, Horley, Surrey, Farmer. June 30. Head, Reigate 


SmiTH, JOHN WARRIN, Kidderminster, Grocer. June 5. Talbot, Kidderminster 


TitnyY, HENRY, Bag: = Py Gloucester, Farmer. May 31. Turner & Chanter, 
Wotton under 
TILLY, Ju.1A, Southsea, China Merchant. Junei. Bramsden, Portsea 


TORRE, JAMES WHITWELL, Westbourne terr, Hyde pk. Juneil. Flegg & Son, 
wwrence Pountney hill 
Wu£0n, JOHN, Broughton Poggs, Oxford, Gent. May 21. Wilmot, Fairford 
WRIGHT, JaMES, Lavender rd, Clapham, Commissionaire. May 19. Fenn, 
Bishopsgate st Without 
WRIGHT, Mary, Binbrook Hall, Lincoln. June 30. Bell & Ingoldby, Louth 
ee oo JaMES, Brighouse, York, Chemist. May 8. Chambers & Chambers, 
r 








WARNING TO INTENDING HOUSE PURCHASERS AND LESSEES. —Before — sy 8 
pod renting a house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined b 
t from The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 115, Victoria-st., fw 
ster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c. —[{Apvt.] 
STAMMERERS AND STUTTERERS should read a little book by Mr. B. BEASLEY, 
Baron’s-court-house, W. a London. Price 13 stamps. The author, after 
suffering nearly 40 years, cured lf by a method entirely his own.—[ADVT.] 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRIDAY, May 4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Apcock, Frank, Coventry, Grocer Coventry Pet Aprilié Ord May 1 
Sunaggeen, A EDWARDS, residence unknown High Court Pet April 6 Ord 


y 
ALDERTON, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Norwich, Confectioner Norwich Pet April 
80 Ord April 30 


BaRktow, WILLIAM HENRY, bye Tobacconist Hanley, Burslem, and 
Tunstall Pet Apilis Ord 
BREAMB, JAMES ROBERT, Norwich, APailor Norwich Pet May1 Ord May1 


ae ALEXANDER, Lombard st High Court Pet April19 Ord May1 
. FRANK ComMYN DENIS, Littlehampton, Gent Brighton Pet April 30 


peg ord Ape ril 30 
WwW, Fromas 7 Colchester, Li d Victualler Colchester Pet 


April 25 Ord April 30 
Coss, cen Apia 2 Ipswich, Coach Builder Ipswich Pet May2 Ord May-2 
Coorm, GEorGE, Hammersmith rd, Poulterer High Court Pet May 1 Ord 


1 
Davins, Jou, Ruddington, Notts, Plumber Nottingham Pet April 9 Ord 
Evang, Daxter, Cross Inn, nr Llantrissant, Farmer Cardiff Pet April 3¢ Ord 
P 
FARRIES, EDWIN JAMES, Finsbury pavement, Accountant High Court Pet 


ape 10 Ord May 2 
y > WALLER, Oldham, Lancs, Ironmonger Oldham Pet April 30 


Yuu, “Bares Et, Leicester, Cow Keeper Leicester Pet April 30 Ord 
pr 
THomas, Chorley, Lancs, Dyewood Miller Bolton Pet May 2 Ord 


Franon, Tr nomas Drxon, Sonatina, Carmarthen, Butter Merchant Carmarthen 
Pet May1 Ord May 
Gueee. ‘dou, Tinsiey, 4 Sheffield, Builder Sheffield Pet April 30 Ord 


PD’ 
Gorpoy, WILLIAM, jaiv Arnewood, nr Lymington, Gent Southampton Pet 
Aprili7 Ord yg HH 
GREEN, oa ottiogham, Hay Merchant Nottingham Pet April 28 
GREEN, JOBN, Preston, Biscuit Manufacturer Preston Pet May2 Ord May? 
Hatt, Isaac, Old Hill, Staffordshire, Grocer Dudley Pet April28 Ord April 28 


Hosxine, WILL1AM James, Oxford st, Marlbo h rd, lsea, Butch h 
ot Pet Apriise. 6 Ord May? arlborough rd, Chelsea, Butcher Hig! 











Sowa, ar Norfolk, Licensed Victualler Norwich Pet 
Horie. — Stainlend, nr Halifax, Factory Operative Halifax Pet April 17 


JEFFRIES, eo A New Oxford st, Picture Frame Dealer High Court Ord 


pril 14 
JOHNSON, EDWAED, Gracechurch st High Court Ord April 14 
LEE, JONATHAN, Collingham, Yorka, Farmer York Pet Mayi Ord May 1 


LETTs, 4, Suomen wane. 3 Northampton, Hardware Merchant Northampton 
April 21 ra 
weniak JOHN, Plymouth, Builder East Stonehouse Pet May2 Urd May 2 


Marrmews, Passes WHITEHOUSE, Bristol, Cheese Factor Bristol Pet April 
pril 70 
—_ GEORGE, Worcester, Corn Dealer Worcester Pet May 1 O:d 


MirrzR, Gacace Henny, Leeds, Baker Dewsbury Pet Mayi Ord May 1 
MILLER, WILLIAM, Stockport, Undertaker Stockport Pet May1 Ord May 1 


NorMAN, CECIL MANNERS, Peckleton Manor, Leicestershire, Surveyor Leicester 
Pet April 20 Ord April 30 
PEARCE, RICHARD, Falmouth, Channel Pilot Truro Pet Ap:il30 Ord April 30 


Pareggem, Hatse Ley, Heavitree, Devon, Painter Exeter Pet May1 Ord 


PINFO. Paancns CHARLES Sassram, Singleton, Sussex, Horse Dealer Brighton 
Pet April 30 Ord April 30 
Rarngeen, Wuius EDWARD, Rochester, Hatter Rochester Pet May 1 Ord 


ay 
RICHARDSON, JOHN, Chichester, Cook Frighton Pet May2 Ord May 2 
Beers, pmax, Oldham, Colliery Froprietor Oldham Pet April 14 Ord 


D 

Rom, Saans, Garveston, Norfolk, Pork Butcher Norwich Pet April 30 Ord 
pri 

rom. RIcHARD, Sheffield, Brassfounder Sheffield Pet April 30 Ord 


pr 

SHILLAM, ; Daxret, Goole Yorks, Editor of Evangelist at Work Wakefield Pet 
ay 2 rd Ma 

none Davip, Kidderminster. Grocer Kidderminster Pet April 27 Ord 

ri 
SPE —_ Wintax, White Roothing, Essex, Brewer Chelmsford Pet April 27 
pril 27 
SUGDEN, CHARLES, 1 rd, South Kensington, Comedian High Court 
Pet May? Ord May 
Me) > Essex id Wine Merchant High Court Pet May 2 


Wane, eee " Pontyclown, vr Llantiissant, Grocer Pontypridd Pet April 30 

rc 30 

waa, 1. co ripe West Cowes, Photographer Newport and Ryde 
r 

Womack, Wie JOHN, North Lopham, Norfolk, Innkeeper Ipswich Pet 


Apiil 30 Ord April 30 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
AINGE, THOMAS, Down rd, Gloucestershire, Builder. May 12at12 Bank chmbrs, 


Bristol 

ALDERTON, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Norwich, Confectioner. May 12 at 11 Off Rec, 
8, King st, Norwich 

me a CHARLES, Walsall, Billiard Marker. May 14 at 11.15 Off 

ec. aisa. 

BAxTER, EMMA, Dariingto», Boot Dealer. May 15 at 11 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 
Middlesborough 

BAYLEY, ARTHUR H., address unknown, Medical Labeller. May 11 at 11 33 
Carey st, Lincoin’s inn 

BEARD, ELIZABETH JAMES, and CATHERINE FRITH, Hove, Susser, Boarding 
house a May 14at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilicn bldngs, Brighton 

Bony, THomAS, Plymouth, Tailor. May 15atit 10, Athenzeum terr, Plymouth 


Danae. = Tuomas, Norwich, Tailor, May 12 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8, Kiog st 

orwic 

BROWN, GEORGE, Dudley, Worcester, General Dealer. May 14 at 2 Cannon st 
Hotel, London 

BURBROW, THOMAS Fics, Colchester, Licensed Victualler. May 17at10 Town 
hall. Colchester 

Coss, new og Leatherhead, Grocer. May 15 at 3 109, Victoria st, W:«st- 
mID 

CoBLE, JoHN Lacon, Union ct, Old Broad st, Agent. May 11 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldngs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s ion 

COUGHLAN, MICHAEL, Waterford, nr Lymington, Grocer. May ié6atit Off Rec, 

4, East st. Southampton 

Cncent. JOHN, Sunderland, Brewery Mavager May 14 at 3 Off Rec, 21, 
Fawcett st, Sunderland 

DALLY, JOHN, Foster lane, Cheapside, Foreign Importer May 11 at 11 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn 

FISHER, BaTEs Etl, Leicester, Cowkeeper May 14 at 3 28, Friar lane, Leicester 


FLINTOFT, JOHN, W nome Yorks, Auctioneer May 15 at 12.15 Off Rec, 8, Albert 
rd, Middlesboroug 
GOLDSMITH, JOHN JACKSON, Abingdon, Berks, Chemist May 15at 11.30 1, 8t 
Aldates, Oxford 
HowWARD, SAMUEL, oaghem, Norfolk, Licensed Victualler May i12at12 Off 
Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
HOYLE, coum, Stainland, nr Halifax, Factory Operative May 14 atii Off Rec, 


alifax 
LEE, JONATHAN, Collingham, Yorks, Farmer May 12 at 12 Off Rec, Yorks 
MAIDEN, JAMES, Bury, Grocer May 12at 10.15 16, Wood st, Bolton 


MatTrHEws, BENJAMIN WHITEHOUSE, Bristol, Cheese Factor May 14 at 12.30 
Bank chbrs, Bristol 
MATTHEWS, GEORGE, Worcester, Corn Dealer May 15ati1 Off Rec, Worcester 


oan, RIcHARD, Newton Burgoland, saeacaninine, Brick Manufacturer 
11 at 12.30 28, Friar lane, Leiceste 
MLLER, ¥ bm a Stockport, whe ~ ay hey 17 at 10.15 Off Rec, Market pl 
MILLINGTON, Wu11am, Manchester, Provision Dealer May 11 at1130 Off Rec, 
Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Mauchester 
NORMAN, CECIL MANNERS, Peckleton. Manor, Leicestershire, Surveyor May 14 
at12.30 28, Friar lane, Leice: 
PEARCE, ae Falmouth, Saas Pilot May 11 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen 


st, 

RAWLINSON, "JOHN, Grange over Sands, Lancashire, Manure Agent May 15 at 
it 2 “heaton ter, Barrow in Furness 

REYNOLDS, WILLIAM Epwakp, Rochester, Hatter May 15 at 11.39 Off Ree, 


ester 

Bmax, | Cases ; FREDERICK, Woburn pl, Clerk May 11ati2 933, Carey st, 
coin’s inn 

——— HiRaM, Cite, Co! Proprietor May 14at 2.30 Off Rec, Priory 

hmbrs, Union st. O} —- - ° 

Ross, HEw RY, Garveston, Maatolk, Pork Butcher May 12 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, 

King st, Norwich 








— a, 


tf fs me ft Fy eae m:thUDehlUC ClUC eS OUP oS Oe lh eee 


fo) 


Ba 
Ba 








ay 1 
ester 
oril 30 
Ord 
thton 
Ord 


Ord 
Ord 
Ord 
| Pet 
Ord 
oril 27 
Court 
May 2 
ril 30 
Ryde 
. Pet 


mobrs, 
t Rec, 
5 Off 
rt rd, 
lt 33 
ding 
nouth 
og st 


10n st 
Town 
Wist- 
ruptcy 
ff Rec, 
tec, 21, 
Carey 


icester 
Albert 


» 1,8t 
12 Off 
ff Rec, 
ks 


at, 12.30 


reester 
acturer 


rket pl 
ff Rec, 
May 14 


scawen 


ty 15 at 
ff Rec, 
arey 8st, 
Priory 
Ree, 8, 





May 12, 1888. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





463 








SHEARING, ewes Wrtu1M, Bristol, Jeweller May 12 at 11.30 Bank chmbrs, 
risto 


= SAMUEL, and JamEs TAYLOR, Oldham, Cotton Spinners May 14 
. at3 Off Rec, Priory chmbrs, Union st, Oldham 
SoLtaes, Fx Putuip, Gloucester, Putlican May 12 at 3 Off Rec, 15, King st, 
grexien, Wii, White Roothing, Essex, Brewer May 12 at 11 Shirehall, 
Chelmefor 
SrANLAEE, ! RoseEkt, Plymouth, Builder May 11 at 11 10, Athenzeum ter, Ply- 


oman JAMES, and JAMES GEORGE STENHOUSE, Folkestone, Carvers May 
12at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 
WHEELER, JOHN GEORGE, West Cowes, I W, Photographer May 12 at 8 Off 


, Newport, I W 

ADIUDIOATIONS > 

ABRAHAMS, MAvURICE, Sloane st, Knightsbridge, Furniture Dealer High Court 
Pet April9 Ord April 30 
AINGE, : sae, Ashley Down rd, Glos, Builder Bristol Pet April 2 Ord 
AwweRton, F + 1a Wrt11M, Norwich, Confectioner Norwich Pet April 30 

r 

BARLOW, Fated HENRY, Tunstall, Tobacconist Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall 
Pet Aprili8 Ord April 30 
Bouse, GEORGE BEVERLEY, Green a, _latnenter 8q. Music Hall Artiste High 
Court Pet April 26 Ord April 3 
Boyes, Henry, Limpsfield, Surrey, SGeaae Croydon Pet Aprili2 Ord April 27 
BREAME, JAMES ROBERT, Norwich, Tailor Norwich Pet May1, Ord May1 


Brew, BENJAMIN Mapecns, Finsbury pavement, Upholsterer High Court Pet 
March 14 Ord Apri' 30 

Burprow, THomas Fices, Colchester, Li d Victualler Colchester Pet 
April 26 Ord April 30 

CosLE, JoHN Lacon, Union ct, Old Broad st, Agent High Court Ord April 30 

Cons, SAMUEL, Ipswich, Coachbuilder Ipswich Pet May2 Ord May 2 

ee, THoMAsS JOHN, Epping, Essex, Baker Edmonton Pet April27 Ord 

ELVERSTON, JOHN ARTHUR, Biageten, Portsmouth, Gunner R.M.A. Portsmouth 
Pet April 26 Ord April 

Extey, THOMAS, Pudsey, nr Fam Tanner Leeds Pet March 20 Ord April 28 


FLETCHER, FRANK DRAPER, Devonshire rd, Forest Hill, Butcher Greenwich 
Pet March 3 Ord April 30 


Grp, Gite KENNETH, Talbot rd, Bayswater,Gent High Court Pet Dec 30 
ay 1 


—, Tyctiany TRINDLE, Walthamstow, Organist High Court Pet April 27 

GIBSON, , JOH, Tinsley, nr Sheffield, Builder Sheffield Pet April 20 Ord 
A 

Ganzez, FREDERICK. Nottingham, Hay Merchant Nottingham Pet April 28 


ay 1 
GREEN, JOHN, Preston, Biscuit Maker Pet May2 Ord May 2 
HAtt, Isaac, Old Hill, Staffs, Grocer Dudley Pet Apr28 Ord Apr 28 
HanD.ey, A G, Nottingham, Ironmonger Nottingham Pet Apr5 Ord Apr 30 
Howasp. ine, = ae, Norfolk, Licensed Victualler Norwich Pet 
pr ' 
J wumiees, J AMES, leumentih, Tobacconist Newport, Mon Pet Apr 1i Ord 
ay 
LEE, JONATHAN, Collingham, Yorks, Farmer York Pet May1 Ord May1 
MAIDEN, JAMES, Bury, Grocer Bolton Pet Apr28 Ord Apr 30 
MATTHEWS, GEORGE, Worcester, Corn Dealer Worcester Pet May 1 Ord May 1 


Saneece, 1 ee New st, Dorset sq, Watshmaker High Court Pet Apr 19 
r 


ay 1 
MILLER, GEORGE HENRY, Leeds, Baker Dewsbury Pet Mayit Ord May1 
MILLER, WILLIAM, Stockport, Undertaker Stockport Pet May1 Ord May 1 
Noy, py Hythe hill, Colchester Boiler Maker Colchester Pet Apr 16 
1 


ay 
ORIEL, + - eee Tonypandy, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd Pet Apr 11 Ord 


Apr 2 
PEARCE, isvease, Falmouth, Channel Pilot Truro Pet Apr30 Ord May 1 
PestTecost, HatsE Ley, Heavitree, Devon, Painter Exeter Pet May1 Ord 


ay 1 
Petty, ALFRED, Landport, Painter Portsmouth Pet Apr25 Ord Apr 27 
rom, cy any a. TRAYLER, Singleton, Sussex, Horsedealer Brighton 
e re 
a ILLIAM EDWARD, Rochester, Hatter Rochester Pet May 1 Ord 


Rose, Hixwry, Garveston, Norfolk, Pork Butcher Norwich Pet Apr 30 Ord 


ECHOFIELD, RicHakbD, Sheffield, Brassfounder Sheffield Pet Apr 30 Ord Apr30 
SEAGER, DANIEL, Chatham, Grocer Rochester Pet Mar14 Ord Apr 30 
SHILLAM, DANIEL, Goole, Yorks, Editor Wakefield Pet May2 Ord May 2 
SHIPLEY, SamusL, Epworth, Lincs, Corn Factor Sheffield Pet March 19 Ord 


ay 
SHUTTLEWORTH, SAMUEL, aes JAMES TAYLOk, Oldham, Cot 
Vereen ik, Cotton Spinners Oldham 


Sonsmepe, | AVID, Kidderminster, Grocer Kidderminster Pet April 27 Ord 
ay 
ord WILLIAM, White Rooting, Essex, Brewer Chelmsford Pet April 27 


SMITH, Phoenix pl, Mount Tomsent, Gray’s inn 

een VEAS SOARED. sume, scemine ih ot 

Tarron Wirceae 5 e Ang i our, ( Commission Ageat Eastbourne and 
Lawes Pet A ie Ord M 

Veen, Wy aa New Shildon, The, Grocer Durham Pet April 19 Ord 

Wa i LockYER, Oanterbury, Hosier Canterbury Pet March 29 

his * shat Foatyclown, nr Liantrissant, Grocer Pontypridd Pet April 30 


— Warren, Pontypridd, Saddler Pontypridd Pet April 27 Ord 
Womack. Wit1t1aM Jonny, North Lopham, rfolk, 
April 30 -Oak baell a oO p No: Inekeeper Ipswich Pet 


Wyatt, JoHN WHEELER, W 
On a April 7 RB, Westgate on Sea, Butcher Canterbury Pet March 12 





London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Baker, . -_ Bridlington, Yorks, Saddler Scarborough Pet May 3 Ord 


on rom, Birmingham, Publican Birmingham Pet April 30 Ord 
Til 30 
Bone, FaepEnic RicHagD, Poughill, Cornwall, Gent Barnstaple Pet March 12 
Booru. Joun BEw, eae, nr Barnsley, Yorks, Butchsr Barnsley Pet 
May8 Ord Mav 
BREESE, Tmettae, eee, Engraver Birmingham Pet May 5 Ord 


Ma: 
Brown, yous, Stroud, Grocer Gloucester Pet May3 Ord May 3 
Carn, THomas, Nottingham, Provision Dealer Nottingham Pet April23 Ovd 


ay 4 
Orick, ALFRED, Dover, Butcher Canterbury Pet May? Ord May 2 
Cnoey, HENRY Lance, Bournemouth, Auctioneer Poole Pet May4 Ord 


Davim, Basan, Pentre, Glamorgaushire, Draper Pontypridd Pet May 5 
5 


EDA, '* Wena yee Solihull, Warwickshire, Builder Birmingham 
t 380 Ord 
DREW. ‘GzceaE P White Horse bene, Mile End, Middlesex, Greengrocer 


Wr 
High Court Pet Aprili9 Ord May 
Buus, WILLIAM, Swansen, Fruit Merhant Swansea Pet May2 Ord May 2 
Bones, rte, Yee, nr Liverpool, Restaurant Proprietor Liverpool P.t 
Brann iee Sse _ Manor, Essex, Oilman High Court Pet May5 


Sram, ‘SAMUEL, Steynton, Pembrokeshire, Farmer Pembroke Dock Pet May & 


3 Tacs, Newoastle on Tyne, Undertaker Newcastle on Tyne Pet 

ay 5 

GRAVES, 6 Ort EDWARD, Redruth, Cornwall, Sewing Machine Dealer Truro 
Pet May3 Ord May 

me} Guonok Teoere, Chapel Haddlesey, York, Farmer York Pet May 3 


Mews, Hewat, Duncan st, Islington, out of business High Court P.t May 4 
r 
HopDER, RosERT, Portland, Dorset, Contractor Dorchester Pet May5 Ord 


May 5 

Hooper, Wriram TapscortT, Ventnor, Isle of Wight, Tobacconist Newport and 
Ryde Pet May5 Ord May 

—_-- win’ WE, pod Ag Hampshire, China Dealer Portsmouth Pet 


setae Wintzaxt and Gronox ab nt 8 ho Glamorganshire Yarn Dealers 

ontyo! 'e & 

r, THowas, - Sutton | withia Macclesfield, Silk Throwster Macclesfield. 
ay 4 

JONES, Deaw’ Atectans 6 Grocer Aberdare Pet May4 Ord May 4 


Lex, James, Huddersfield, Cloth Fuller Huddersfield Pet May4 Ord May 4 

MACKENZIE, JOHN, Forest Gate, Traveller High Court Pet May4 Ord May 4 

a ~" ee and Co., address unknowa, Clothiers High Court Pet April 16 
0 4 


MasTEaxar, JORN CHARLES WESLEY, Southsea, Outfitter Portsmouth Pet 
May 4 Ord May 4 
—~j- coms REEs, Maesycwmmer, Farmer Newport, Mon Pet April 20 


MEW, Gnonos Epcak, Kiogaton upon Thames, Solicitor High Court Pet Aprils 
Ord 4 
—— ~ JOSEPH, St Austell, Cornwall, Draper Traro Pet April 19 Ord 


2 
MILLER, THomas SMALL, and RoBERT SpraGGcon, Gateshead. Hat Manufacturers 
Newcast'e on Tyne Pet May3 Ord May 3 
a -z G. E, Cornhill, Insurance Broker High Court Pet Nov 3 Ord 


Muspr, Jon, Petersfield, Hampshire, Mail Contractor Portsmouth Pet May 2 


M 

Nasu Yacmue, Puttenham, nr Guildford, Builder Guildford ani Godalming 

Pet May5 Ord —_ 

Mavqeme. 'REDERIOK, Sheffield, Fishmonger Sheffield Pet April 17 Ord 
38 


voney,, ‘Suanses - oy yr Roril 10, Ord be ppereugh High st, Southwark, Architect 
1 ‘a 
Norrixowaat, WIttan, ‘sen, = ras? mews, East Kilburn, Cab Proprietor 
i rt t April 12 oe ya 
PARKE 2B WILLUAM, Not gham, Baker Nottingham Pet May4 Ord May 4 
ro > AW, Northumberland avenue, Gent High Court Pet March 2 Ord 


Paseo, HENRY, and Hace Lry PENTEcosT, Heavitree, Devon, Paiaters 

Pet May 2 Ord May 

Fase, ee © Hoasust, Pendleton, Lancashire, Surgeon Salford Pet May 

Pas0g,. Faaxcus Faxpaion © CooxsuRN, Heigham, Norfolk, Tobacconist Norwich 
e r Ord a 

RED, oH, Lombard yy Agent High Court Pet April 14 Ord 


RItey, + i E, Connaught s Ly ry rd, Lieutenant in 2nd Dragoon Guards 


High Court’ Pet Feb 14 
Rosmaes. EDWARD, ttingt on rd, Bowes pk, Wood green, Potato Salesman 
High a Pet ining’ Ord 


ay mry Y Kare, Liverpool, ‘Theatrical Manager Liverpool Pet May 
3 


omen € Goat oe Kent, Grocer Rochester Pet May 3 Ord May38 
rename Robert Burrxez, York, Stock Broker York Pet April30 Ord May 5 
™ = St Lawemnen, Kent, Licensed Victualler Canterbury Pet April 
& 
me FRANCIS, St James's st, Wine Merchant High Court Pet Feb2 Ord 
rate, Rillington, Yorks, Veterinary Surgeon Scar- 
4 
A Cambridge IBolicitor Compation Pet fot oF May 5 
Wisk, Jonn WILLIAM, iit Cabinet Maker Eastbo and Lewes 
May3 Ord May 3 
Woop, Joun, Oldham, Druggist Oldham Pet May5 Ord May 5 
The following amended notice is annoys) ty for that published in the 


Fre.p, THomas WALLER, Oldham, Ironmonger O Pet April 30 Ord May 1 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
sae. FRANK, Coventry, Grocer May 26 at 10.30 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, 
ven 
x, Ropar Sra, Sunderland, Builder May 16 at 8.90 Off Reo, 21, Faw- 
un land 
Baxen, ELLEN, B Bridlington, Yorks, Saddler May 16 at 12.30 Black Lion Hotel, 


Denne, ‘Wine Hurry, Tunstall, Stafford, Tobacconist May 15 at 4 Off 
ewcas' unde. 
Barnett JOHN, Winchester, , —l May 17 at 2 Off Rec, 4, East st, South- 


JOHNSON, 





Bagnere, JOHN, Winchester, Grocer Winchester Pet May3 Ord May 3 





ampton 
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Bitx.1nG, CHARLES. Westow hill, Upper Norwood, Auctioneer May 15 at 2 109, 
Victoria st, Westminster 

Boyes. Henry, Limpsfield, Surrey, Farmer May 16 at 12 109, Victoria st, 
Westminster 

Brown, HENRY GEORGE, Seacombe, Cheshire, Draughtsman May 16 at 2 Off 
Rec, 48, Hamilton eq, Birkenhead 

CLAEK. JAMES, Hutton le Hole, Yorks, Joiner May 17 at 10.30 Black Swan 
Hotel, Kirby Mcorside 

DENTON, i Westwoodside, Lincs, Carrier May 16 at 12 Off Ree, 31, Silver 
st, Lincoln 

WILLIAM, Swansea, Fruit Merchant May iéati2 Off Rec, 6, Rutland 


Off Ree, 29, 

Everitt, THOMAS, Newcastle on Tyne, Undertaker Mayi19atil Off Rec, Pink 
ne, Newcastle on Tyne 

Fretp. THomMAS WALLER, Oldham, Ironmonger May iéat 3 Off Rec, Priory 
chmbrs, Union st, Oldbam 

FLETCHER, a Seanem, Forest Hill, Kent, Butcher May 16 at 3 109, Victoria 


EASTMAN. 
st, Swansea 

Evans, DANTEL, Cross Inn, nr Liavtrissant, Farmer May 15 at 12 
Queen st, ‘Cardiff 


st, Wes 
FLETCHER, Gronce, :Shoffield, Stone Merchant May 16 at2.30 Off Rec, Figtree 
e, Sheftie 


FRAENKEL, —, and — HERMAN, Carthusian st, Merchants May 15 at11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Gusm, —_ ‘linsley, nr Sheffield, Builder May 16 at2 Off Rec, Figtree lane, 
1e 
Gorpon, WILLIAM, Ashley Arnewood, nr Lymington, Gent May i6 ati1 Off 
c, 4. East st, Southampton . 
Govutp. Henry WILLIAM, Soutball, Contractor Mayié at3 109, Victoria st, 
Westminster 
GREEN, FREDERICK, Nottingham, Hay Merchant May 15 at12 Off Rec, 1, High 
pavement, Nottingbam 
GREEN, oo“ Preston, Biscuit Manufacturer May 16 at3 Off Rec, 14, Chapel 


st, eston 
Hack, Bexsasy, Cheltenham, Builder May 17 at 2.15 Couuty Court, Chelten- 


am 

Harris, REUBEN, Blackheath, Staffordshire, Bricklayer May 15 at 1230 Talbot 
Hotel, Stourbridge 

Hasripr GEORGE Tuomas, Burn, Yorks, Farmer May 17 at 12.30 Off Rec 


Yo 

HAVERS, "AIRS , New Oxford st, Boot Manufacturer May 16atit 33, Carey st’ 

incoln’s inn 
ee Tuomas, Kettering, Licensed Victualler May 19at2 County Court, 
mpton 

HOLLOWAY, JOSEPH, Sentenieny, Buckinghamshire, Grocer May 17 at 3 
County Court, Northampto 

HUGHES, — Llangollen, “Watchmaker May 15 at 1.15 County Hall 

rexham 

JACKES, ALEXANDER JAMES, Southwark park rd, Corn Dealer May 18 at 230 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Jounson, ([HOMAS, Sutton within Macolesfield, Silk Throwster May 18at 11 Off 
Rec, 23, King Kdward st, Macclesfield 

KOLKENBECK, JOSEPH, Seething lane, Merchant May 22 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldngs, Lincoln's inn 

Kroiu, LUDWLG, Blundell st, Caledonian rd, Chemical Manufacturer May 16 at 
il Bankrnptcy bldngs, Lincoln’s inn 

KUHLMANN, ARTHUR HENRY, Great St Helen’s, Engineer May 16 at12 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

LEDGARD. JOSEPH, Dewsbury, Yorks, Farmer May 16 at 3 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, 


atley 

LEE, Tanne, Huddersfield, Yorks, Cloth Fuller May 18 at 3 Haigh & Son, 
Solicitors. New st, Huddersfield 

LETTS, GEORGE WILLIAM, Northampton, Hardware Merchant May 17 at 4 
County Court, Northampton 

LEVY, JOHN, Portobello rd, Notting hill, Glass Merchant May 18 at 1t 33, 
Carey st, Liscoln’s inn : 

Lipatry, WILLIAM (sep estate), Hounslow, Fancy Dealer May 16 at 11 25, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 

MASTERMAN, JOHN CHARLES WESLEY, Southsea, Outfitter May 16 at 12.30 
Chamber of Commerce, 145 Cheapside 

MEDLOCK, CHAR! ES, New st, Dorset sq, Watchmaker May 17 at12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Lincoln's inn 

oo ~" — Henry, Leeds, Baker May 16 at 4 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, 


Bat. 
wave ¥ow ARD, Leeds, Clerk May 16ati1i Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


a wee, Tonypandy, Glamorgan, Grocer May 15 at 12 Off Rec, Mer- 

yr 

ParKES, EDWARD WILLIAM, Salters’ Hall ct, Solicitor May 15 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

FENTECOsT, HENRY, and HatsE LEY PENTECOST, Heavitree, Devon, Painters 
May 16 at 2 Castle, Exeter 

PrInno, FRANCIS CHARES TRAYLER, Singleton, Sussex, Horse Dealer May 16 at 2 
Dolphin Hotel, Chichester 

POWELL, LEWIS, Hereford, Architect May 18at10 2, Offa st, Hereford 


PascH, EDWARD WILLIAM, Teignmouth, Gent May 15at11 Castle, Exeter 


Pocmapneem, pe Chichester, Pastrycook May 16 at 8 Dolphin Hotel, 
chester 
ROBELTS, KENJAMIN, Knowbury, Salop, Farmer May 17 at 10 18, Corn sq, Leo- 


minster 
ROTHSCHILD, T, Jeffries sq,St Mary axe May 15 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


inn 

SAKER, "Eaay MARY Kates, Liverpool, Theatrical Manager May 18 at 3 Off 
Rec, 35. Victoria +t, Liverpool 

Scmcwsatp. cc Sheffield, Brassfounder May i1é6at3 Off Rec, Figtree lane, 
Sheffie 

SFAGAR, —— Stockbury, Kent, Grocer May 17 at 11.20 Off Rec, High st, 

ochester 
SwrTH, RoBEkT BuTTLE, York, Stockbroker May 17 at 2.30 Off Rec, York 


SuiTH, W. A., Phoenix pl, Gray’s inn rd, Bookbinder May 17 at 12 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 
SONNENSCHEIN, FRANKLIN JOHN. Frimley, Surrey, Schoolmaster May 15 at 11 
16 Room 30 and 31, St Swithin’s lane 
SrEARING, Davin, Kidderminster, Grocer May 18 at 2 Hooper & Weston, 
Solicitors, Kidderminster 
SrTROYBANT, GILLAUMK, Mark lane, Commission Merchant May 16 at 12 Bank- 
raptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lineoln’s inn fields 
SumM«Rs, JOHN MappIson, Northampton, Engineer May 1i7at1 County Court 
hidgs, Northampton 
TayLor, WILLIAM Jamts, Eastbourne, Commission Agent May15at12 Off Rec, 
4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
Tuoawe-Gaonce. GrorGE C., Haymarket, Wine Merchant May 17 at 11 33, 
m Carey st, Linpelate inn Wine Mt: M 
ILLETT, FRANCIS, St. James’s st, Wine Merc42 ay 15 at 2.30 Bankruptc 
t bldgs, anette 2 ng — f on ite 
‘OMLINESON. JAMES, Middlesborou rocer 15 at 11.30 c, Al 
rd, Middlesborough ¥ , oe Ses 
Turwen, James WILLIAM, Baker st, Portman sq, Grocer May 15 at 12 Bank- 


WALKER, JAmgs, and HEBER CHASE MILLER, Oldham, Ironfounders May 17 at 3 
Off Rec, Priory chmbrs, Union st, Oldham 
WALuis, RoBERT, Torquay, Keeper May 16 at1i The Castle, Exeter 


WATSON, FREDERICK (sep estate), Sheffield, General Merchant May 16 at11 25, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 

Watson, WALTER, WILLIAM LIDGLEY, and FREDERICK WATSON, Birmingham, 
General Merchants May 16 at 11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Watson, WATER (sep estate), Birming! » Fancy Dealer May i6atii 2, Col. 
more row, Birmingham 

Wayman, Eporarm, Trumpington, Cambridgeshire, Solicitor Junetati12 Off 
Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Wess, HENRY JOHN, rierley Hill, “staffs, Master Boatman May15 atii Tal. 

W ep ay nny it, M , Dairyman May iéatii Bankru 

EST, JOHN, No am 8 a ay 16 a 

tie Nectuanl on Linoae'dias aalte wtcy 

Wi1rEs, Epwiy, C Cheltenham, out of business May i7at4 County Court, Chel- 


tenham 

WILLIAMS, JOHN, Liverpool, Clerk May 17 at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liver. 
poo 

betes  \iumaan Pontypridd, Saddler May 22 at 12 Court house, Ponty- 


Wisox, Henry, Albert rd, South Norwood, Gent May 15at 12 109, Victoria 
st, Westminster 

Woonmovgs. JAMES EpHram, High st, Dorking, Cabinet Maker May 17 at3 

09, Victoria st, Westminster 

Woorts, THOMAS, Sidcup, Kent, Builder May 16 at? 109, Victoria st, West. 
mins) 

WORDINGHAM, GEORGE, Dove ct, Old Jewry, Restaurant Keeper May 18 at 12 
83, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


ADJUDICATION! 
mm * RoBEkT Stamp, Sunderland, Builder Sunderland Pet April 25 Ord 


BAKER, » Bridlington, Yorks, Saddler Scarborough Pet May 8 Ord 


ay 3 
BARNETT, JOHN, Winchester, Grocer Winchester Pet May3 Ord May 3 
es - JoHN RicHAaRD, Mortlake, Builder Wandsworth Pet March 6 Ord 


ay 1 
Barry, Rostna, King’s Heath, Worcestersbire, Shot Belt Manufacturer Bir- 
ming ham Pet Aprilé Ord 4 
Boney, THOMAS, Plymouth, Tailor East Stonehouse Pet May4 Ord April 27 
BoosEY, CHARLES, Southend, Fruiterer Chelmsford Pet April13 Ord May 2 
Boora, Ba yA | es Wombwell, nr Barnsley, York, Butcher Barnsley Pet 
38 Or 
CrIcK, ALFRED, ba ag Butcher Canterbury Pet Mayi Ord May 2 


name, Jom, Ruddinogton, Notts, Plumber Nottingham Pet April9 Ord 


ay 
EASTMAN, WILLIAM, Swansea, Fruit Merchant Swansea Pet Muay2 Ord May5 
EVANS, Conae Sayan, Pembrokeshire, Farmer Pembroke Dock Pet May 
4 Or 


& 
ee TuoMas, Ne ome on Tyne, Undertaker Newcastle on Tyne Pet 
a 
FIELD, OMAS Waseee, Oldham, Ironmonger Oldham Pet April 28 Ord 


ay 4 
Fonnest+2, Tuomas, Chorley, Lancashire, Dye Wood Miller Bolton Pet May 
2 a 


y 
Foster, ALFRED, and JOHN OHARLES TUFNEL, Warwick rd, Paddington, Pro- 
vision Merchants High Court Pet Marchi5 Ord May 3 
oy me | = Huswas, Carthusian st, Merchants High Oourt Pet 
pril 1 r ay 
GRAVES, CHARLES iowann. Redruth, Cornwall, Sewing Machine Desler Truro 
Pet May 3 Ord May 3 
HARTLEY, GEORGE THomas, Burn, Yorks, Farmer York Pet May3 Ord May 4 
eee yp Duncar. st, Islington, out of business High Court Pet May 4 
r ay 4 
HopaGson, WILLIAM Bacon, Manor Park, Essex, Physician High Court Pet 
April17 Ord ag 3 
HotGats, BENJAMIN, Denbigh, Bootmaker Bangor Pet April2i Ord May 4 
Hosk1InG, WILL1aM JAMES, Oxford st, Marlborough rd, Chelsea, Carcase 
Butcher High Court Pet April30 Ord May 8 
vem. rae, Amlwch, Anglesey, no occupation Bangor Pet March®# Ord 


ay. 
coe. HENRY a: Landport, Hampshire, China Dealer Portsmouth Pet 
Tomy, Wintax Huwer, Old Shildon, Druggist Durham Pet March29 Ord 
J ares, ALFRED, New Oxford st, Picture Frame Dealer High Court Ord 


ay 3 
JonEsS, EVAN, Aberdare, Grocer Aberdare Pet May 4 Ord May 4 


JOHN, WILLIAM, and GEORGE JOHN A =) emma Hosiery Manu- 
factnrers Pontypridd Pet M ay 3 
Law, Harry WILLIAM, Hadleigh, Essex, Baker Chelmsford Pet April 12 Ord 


ay 
Ls, JaMEs, Huddersfield, Cloth Fuller Huddersfield Pet May4 Ord May 4 


Lockwoop, WILLIAM, and JoBN 7 St Helens, Chemical Manufacturers 
Liverpool Pet Feb 23 Ord May 
Macnee, z OHN, Studley road, ) hd Gate, Traveller High Court Pet May 


4 
Mane, d jit. —-~» <a Builder East Stonehouse Pet May2 Ord May 5 


Martnawn, Papsawas WHITEHOUSE, Bristol, Cheese Factor Bristol Pet April 
30 ay 3 
Mareaeyt, goa RgeEs, Maesycwmmer, Farmer Newport, Mon Pet April 20 


d May 

May» me ge ho Weamces Witu1amM Brighton, Confectioner Brighton Pet April 10 
ri 

MoLLipOE, J ahs, Pavcnham, Bediord-hire, Farmer Bedford Pet March 3t 
r 

Moxy, Jon, Petersfield, Hants, Mail Contractor Portsmouth Pet May! 


PALIN, Jous. Nantwich, Jeweller Nantwich and Crewe Pet April 16 Ord 


May 8 
PARKER, Wis, Nottingham Baker Nottingham Pet May4 Ord May5 
PENTECOST, HENRY, Heavitree, Devon, Painter Exeter Pet May2 Ord May5 
Power, Henry D’ Agcy, East Dulwich rd, Surgeon High Court Ord May 2 


Puneron, pasar Horsvry, Pendleton, Lanes, Surgeon Salford Pet May 2 

Or ay 2 

RascuH, Epwskp WIiL1L1AM, Teignmouth, Gent Exeter Pet April9 Ord May4 

THORNE-GEORGE, Sovees C, Haymarket, Wine Merchant High Court Pet 
Jan 30 Ord May 4 





1uptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 





TIxsLEY, RICHARD Wrius, RB: 7 ee Yorks, Veterinary Surgeon Scar- 
borough Pet May 4 Sei ier ¢ 
—." HN, Portland no occupation High Court Pet April 6 
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Tats . Waris, Roper, Torquay, Hotel Keeper Exeter Pet Feb3 Ord May 8 The Subscription to the Souscrrors’ Jovawat te—Town, 268, 64, ; 
ARD, WILLIAM, and JosEPH_WarD, Boston, Lincs, Brush Manufacturers ‘ 
. " Boston Pet April 20 Ord May wee ni -: a iol Country, 280. 6d.; with the Wazxiy Rarontsr, 53s. Payment in ad- 
w WILLIAM. East 5 East P 
1 25, We ies ake ™ —— | vance includ:s Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have 
sham, their Volumcs bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 
» Cole 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
2 
= May 16. pms. 7 ues —_ re Co , ut tho Mort. 5 E.C., oms 2p.m., CONTENTS. 
x Lease 0 en ‘ope see advertisement, 
Tal ae a Messrs. Foster & ORAFIELD, at the Mart, EC. ‘at Tou M., Valuable | CURRENT TOPIOS --+0c.+00 --sereeee 451 | A POINT OF PRECEDENCE .-++0e ++» 459 
uptey Reversion (see advertisement this week, p. 4). Tue Stamp DUTY CLAUSES OF THE Law SocrstiEs | “oe 
May 18.—Messrs. BAKER & Sons, at the Mart., E.C., at 2 p.m., Freehold | OUSTOMS = ED REVENUS Law STUDENTS’ JOURNAL 
Chel- Residences (eee advertisement, this week, p. 4). me Bxnct =rON “o- “; i Bows 6 jose — eg) 5s ge RD ete 
Li JOINTURBE cece seccesseeeecceosees WINDING-UP NOTICES .. ---00 «+00 461 
— EWs seees-eeee 454 | OREDITORS’ NOTIORS ..4..00-0-0+008 461 
onty- TRE NEw PROVISIONS AS TO STAMP BANERUPTOY NOTICES ..-++..00-s08 462 
BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. ES -eseceecsceeceee se see cees 
ries May 1, at Paignton, D oe f W. Edward Tuck lici 
TucKER.—May 1, at Paignton, Devon, the e 0 er, solicitor, 
7 ats of a son. omens. All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be 
West- Bovits. — April 99, at at Eastbourne, William Ohannel Bovill, Clerk of Assizeon| authenticated by the namz of the writer. 
e Western it. 
| at 12 BROOKSMITH.- May 5, at Cheltenham, John Brooksmith, M.A., barrister-at- 
law. aged eixty-three. w..¥ m | Where difficulty is enperienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
: od eens apap - wep * piendonemeeaed UE the Country, it is requested that application be made direct to the 
RYA oo t Sheffie’ ohn 8, solicitor, aged eighty-f: ears. 
Ora VANCE. —Feb. 18, at Melbourse, William James Vance, Perrioter-at-law. Publisher. 
+ on FIRE !! BURGLARS!! EDE AND SON, London Gazette. 
Bie. OHN TANN’S _ aes AKERS, | . Advertisements can be received at these Offices 
veil 97 J ROBE M s, for the current Soa Sono Expedition Fees 
. ” un p.m. on 
= ANCHOR RELIANCE 1 APPOINTMENT, role of oon aie 
y Pet A : a sya aiesty, the Tard Corporation of me &c. Mon sand Thu an 
FOR JEWELLERY, PLATE. DEEDS. BOOKS. & ROBES FOR QuEEN’s couse: axp Baraisrens.| GOVERNMENT EXPEDITION FEES 
alia ' iW, PLALE, ' » SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. (ON LATB ADVERTISEMENTS). 
SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXES, Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, T Town Olerks, Mondays and Thursdays .. to 4.15 p.m. 5s. 
| May 5 FIRE RESISTING SAFES, £4 10s., £5 5s.,and £8 5 and Clerks of the Peace. Tuesdays and Fridays .. .. » bh 4 a.m. 10s, 
et May : : 2 | CORPORATION —— UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS. ” ” vee ' 1615 p.m. 208, 
p LISTS FREE. 'ABLISHED 1689. REYNELL & SON 
1e et ‘ 
. on Il NEWGATE $T., LONDON, E.C.. a eter LONDON. “‘London Gazette” and General Advertising 
| A ly . .. u are in Contractors 
Fits: AW PRACTICE,—Common Law Practice | H°« hang, Society £6 paid;| 44, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
for Bale; 5 seaportin Yorkshire ; business good ; | will take £90; £20; oe OUSEKEEPER, (Opposite Lincoln's Inn Gateway). 
p, Pro- net profits, £400 to £500 per annvm.—Apply, W., 6: Lincoln s-inn-fields. ESTABLISHED BY THE LATE GEO. REYNELL IN 1812. 
Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lane. YONVERSION UF OUNSULS. — We 
rt Pet C f& you want Money without t'ees—amounts 
gM wp yee fed by Florida© ak mpd = pee Evonassies in Md Ty acon. a9) applying cevahene ge Mr. 
r , , - . a “d 
- Traro ancing _~ General toned country —_ 4 | pe os by a P LL on, MORRIBON. STAPYLTON, & a: | set URN, personally if possible, 43, Great Tower. 
hard wor rs ‘0% references ; TO ° k ° = 
d May 4 capital. REX, 16, Serjeants’-inn, Fleet-street. e some ents : ‘Bonk of eanhetton ti. my peep -- TS SUCIBTY of ACUUUNLANT'S ana 
| May 4 AW.— Shorthand and General Olerk | Melville, Evans, & Co., 75, Lombard-street, London. F- Fb wh aye 9 Pas Bonen pens sms.) Se - rious 
| Societ; —— S 0: 
rt Pet Le ep, ted nthe reer Jexcellent Heterences; | GENTLEMAN having an opportunity the United Gaited Kingdom, and are styled “ Inco 
aa hs 08 ; | alue £ for | Accountants.” Lists of the Members and ay 
“r moderate.— .» 8, Pop'ar’s-avenue, to acquire Freehold Property value £6,600 = lication to the 
ay 4 Willesden Green, N.W. | £4,800, would be glad to communicate with a Solicitor | mation may be obtained u in 
: -- — — | Secretary. order of the 
Carcase - . aw this sum to carry the matter throug! AMES MARTIN, F.8.8., 
an -AW.—Solicitor (25, Admitted 1886) re- [R %. 8., 39, Westfield-road, Hornsey. __ Offices : 4. King-street, Cheapside, B, Rooenery- 
quires Conveyancing Clerkship in old-estab- . _— 
lished Office or one ote connection ; whee. | |M®.2 H. &. BOWEN, B.A., LL. B. First- Tg gee and LIFE INTE. 
th Pet out view to ership; country or town; high enoure in Common Law ond Beulty, RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 
references glven.—F.. Solicitors’ Journal” Office, | London University, 1962), Author of ¢ Outlines of | or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans 
29 Ord 2, Chancery-lane, London, ‘W.C. Specific Performance,” PREPARES for the Bar| 5. annuities thereon gran EQUITABLE RE. 
+ | and Solicitors) EXAMINATIONS and London Law | /¢RSIONARY INTEREST SOOLETY LIMITED), 10, 
urt Ord O SOLICITORS and Others.— Wanted, Degrees.— Address, 4, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s- Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand, Establishe 
by a middle-aged Widow with wn -up Son, | » WO, 1835, Capital, £600,000, Interest on Loans may be 
the charge of Offices or Chambers (Sister of a Law | RESULTS IN 1887. | ain.” 
— Olerk) ; thoroughly domesticated ; highest references. | Solicitors’ Final.—20 sent up, 18 passed. F. 8. OLAYTON,} Joint 
j ress, M. ‘62, Norfolk-road, n. owen — pp t.4 Bolicitors' © wd Inter- O: H. CLAYTON, ri... 
an QD edia ’ assed 
112 Ord ~ SOLICITUR recommends Clerk, age| Bar Eram., Hilary, 1888.—4 eens up, 4 passed. UTHER Am ASSUKANUK CUMPANY, 
May 4 a * woh Reon f is his , omnia 9 2 yymee; has a | Easter—5 sent up, 5 passed. ‘, iad ed er on 
y ’ ts, , le ERDEEN 
facturers General routine — cB. Office of Pas hn — BARRISTER-AT-LAW GiB. | Lense, oe » STUNDE 1898) : 
Pet May SSISTANT CONV#YANCING, Vorres- and nae tee cone : Common Law Fire Premiums .. ‘a has 582,000 
ponding, and Shorthand Clerk, experienced, and Equity) YY}! for Legal Examinations. Life Premiums ... ss ee = ove 
May 5 Re-engagement now or in 6 weeks’ time; | ‘Tuition for the Solicitors’ Intermediate and Interest... ore ae owe 133,000 
et April highest references; salary not so important as a ¥inal, ist and 2nd LU.B., Studentship and Scholar- | Accumulated Funds eo se _ee $3,297,000 
vet Ap’ ne ee and progressive position. —IXI0Nn, 15, | ship Examinations, privately or in c at his On TAURSDAY, May irth, 188 
; April 20 Seepeerett-cond, Coton. Bi. | bers. ist and ind LL.B. Classes can now | py pirection of ine Administratrix of the late Maj xr 
VUKS BUUGHT.—To Kxecutors, Solici- | be. lned: Corregpondence, Ci shale oF pert of Kbruce. —Sound Investments ia Public Companies. 
April 10 tors, &c.—-HENRY SOTHERAN & CO., 136, | the course. VN KURGE FAKNEY BROWN is favoured 
ail Strand, and 36, Piccadilly, PURCHASE LIBRARIES | Recent. successes of his Pupils include that of the | with iostructions to SELL by AUCTION, at 
Mare or smaller collections of Books, in town or country, | 1s¢ in 1st Class Honours Intermediate LL B., Lond. MART pupenmense-gere, London, on the above 
, giving the utmost value in cash. Experien | 1888. 2 | dete at WO o'clock oe pant . in conveaieat lots, 
et May! oe ey a. Removals without trouble or For terms, &c., apply to “ JURISCONSULTUS,” care of | #¢ undermention " oo oo now Lf :—600 £1 
116 Ord Address, Bookmen, Lanion  °* 1816 Telegraphic | nis clerk, Mr. Burnett, 9, Old-equare, Lincoin’s-inn, | Phares in Bimort tet ace ‘Lande and House 
‘May 5 BT£UTIVE _QEPICES (Vid- established) INTEMPERANCE. thee Bee” Pe oo pink an atlas 
5 —Divorce, l, Fraud, Watching Persons, | sue sannusa DABIT AMN TL | Society ; 111 £5 Shares in the London 
joe Mae and all classes of INQUIRIES. Roontel' seas come: | THE MORPHIA HABIT AND THE ABUSE OF DRUGS. | Steam’ Lauo , Limited; 260 £1 Shares in 
May 2 Solicitors. Experienced Male and Female Detectives. | British pussnss —— d Paper oo —_ " = 
et May 2 —HERBERT G. TRACE (late Inspector Metropolitan | PRIVATE HOME (Established 1864) | snares in the N Fishing Uo 
; Police), 9, Adam-street, Strand, London. for the Treatment and Cure se Ladies of tee | we waele of | the the foregoing are fully paid, eo will be 
rd May 4 LJ¢2T UFFIOES to be Let close to the | “above, Highly” suce euccessfl — pe Se akg Coen eens ot Mewars, Bunt 
yurt Bank of England; 2 rooms on the Second | Privatesit =sooms if required. Me sodical attendant, sani ft Messrs, 
—: oy le suite of 3 rooms on, the Third Floor at | Dr. J. 8t. T. : ne ink 5 a a et ae . 5 
“Tried ALKEB UNTZ, 28, or term ye y to Prin Mrs. 
t April 5 Moorgate-street, E.U ' BALD, ower House, Leicester. and 146, 46, GQueca-strest, Purtsen. 
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FIFTY-FIFTH ANNUAL REPORT OF THE 


NATIONAL PROVINGIAL BANK OF ENGLAND (LIMITED), 


10th MAY, 1888. 
SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £12,037,600. 
CAPITAL—Paid, £2,227,500; Uncalled, £1,785,000; Reserve Liability, £8,025,000—Total, £12,037,500. 
RESERVE FUND (invested in English Government Securities), £1,430,000. 


NUMBER OF SHAREHOLDERS, 8,192. 


DIRECTORS. 
CHARLES BARCLAY, Esq. DUNCAN MACDONALD, Esq. 
GEORGE HANBURY FIELD, Esq | GEORGE FORBES MALCOLMSON, Esq. 
MAURICE OTHO FITZGERALD, Esq FRANCIS CHARLES LE MARCHANT, Esq. 
JOHN OLIVER HANSON, E<q. HENRY PAULL, Esq. 
CLAUDE VILLIERS EMILIUS LAURIE, Esq. RICHARD BLANEY WADE, Esq. 
ROBERT WIGRAM, Esq. 


JOINT GENERAL MANAGERS THOMAS GEORGE ROBINSON, Esq., and FREDERICK CHURCHWARD, E:q. 
SOLICITORS—ERNEST JAMES WILDE, Esq., and WALTER EDWARD MOORE, Esq. 
RICHARD BLANEY WADE, Esq, In THE CuarR. 





The Directors have the pleasure to report that after making ample provision for all bad and doubtful debts, and ng gy | for the rebate of 
discount on current bills, the profits for the year 1887, including £38,305 10s. 11d. brought forward, amount to £499,636 5s. 3d. From this sum the 
Directors have transferred £15,000 to the Reserve (increasing that fund to £1,430,000) and £30,000 to the credit of Bank Premises Account, to providein 
part for the cost of new premises at Manchester, which have become neceseary, and for which an excellent site, in a most suitable locality, has been secured, 

The Directors recommend that a bonus of 6 per cent. (making 19 per cent. for the year) be paid, free of Income Tax, to the Proprietors in July. 7 
next, and that the balance of £31,411 5s. 3d. be carried to the profits of 1888. : — : 

The Directors report, with great regret, the death of their much esteemed colleague, John Stewart, Esq., who, during his directorship of nearly 
eighteen years, rendered most important and valuable services to the Bank. : : 

For the vacancy in the direction, the Right Hon. Lord Lyrretron, a qualified Proprietor, has offered himself as a candidate. 

The Directors retiring by rotation are :—Rorert WicraM, Esq.; Cuartes Barouay, Esq. ; Craupg Vitirers Emiius Laurie, Esq. ; all of whom, 
being eligible, offer themselves for re-election. P F : 

n conformity with the Act of Parliament, the Shareholders are required to elect the Auditors and fix their remuneration. Mr. Edwin Waterhouse (of 

Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Oo.), and Mr. Roderick Mackay (of Messrs. R. Mackay & Co ), the retiring Auditors, offer themselves for re-election. 








BALANCE SHEET, 38lst December, 1887. 


LIABILITIES, ASSETS. 

CAPITAL :— £ s. d. CASH:— £ 8. d. 
40,000 Shares of £75 each, £10 10s, paid ... is 420,000 0 At Bank of England and at Head Office and 

150,625 a £60 ,, £12 aa .. 1,807,500 0 Branches... oad bs ies se «» 2,716,656 10 6 
ee », Call and Short Notice... oat os . 9,945,415 3 24 
2,227,500 0 0 ; 
RESERVE FUND ... eee oss ove es .- 1,430,009 0 0 6,662,071 13 8% 
Amount due by Bank on Deposits, &c. ... ibe .. 934,811,143 17 8 INVESTMENTS :— 
Acceptances, covered by Cash or Securities ... in 358,412 8 11 English Government Securities £6,501,200 17 

PROFIT AND LOSS ACCOUNT :— fees, ont Genial Gesemn- 

Balance from year 1886 ..._—_—...£38,305 10 11 ment,  Rellway Debenture, : 
Net Profits for year 1887... ... 461,330 14 4 es os, ee © eee 


99 636 5 3 Bitts Discountep, Loans, &c. ... ae ave . 20,460,361 8 5 
“ar Gace tie om © Banxine Premises in London ard Country _... oe 615,254 16 6 
30th June (9 per cent.)£200,475 
Do. for half-year ending 
31st Dec. (10 per cent.) 222,750 


0 
0 


423,225 
Transferred to Reserve 
Fund 


0 
15,000 0 0 
0 


30,000 
oe ee 468,225 0 0 
acum 2048 6 6 


Do. to Bank premises 
account... oe te 


£38,858,467 11 10 £38,858,467 11 10 
RICHARD B. WADE, ) pitta 

- MACDONALD irectors. - a. N, tee 
ROBT. WIGRAM, F. CHURCHWARD, j 71"! General Managers. 


We beg to report that we have ascertained the correctness of the Cash Balances, and of the Money at Call and Short Notice as entered in the above 
Balance Sheet, and have inspected the securities representing the investments of the Bank, and found them in order. We have also examined the 
Balance Sheet in detail with the books at the Head Office and with the certified returns from each Branch, and in our opinion such Balance Sheet is 
properly drawn up so as to exhibit a true and correct view of the state of the Bank’s affairs as shown by such books and returns. 

EDWIN WATERHOUSE, } 4 dit 
ROD. MACKAY, } — 


At the Annual per | the Report was unanimously adopted, the retiring Directors and Auditors were re-elected, and the Right Hon. Lord 
Lyttelton was elected to fill the vacancy in the Direction. 

The Thanks of the Proprietors were voted to the Directors, General Managers, Branch Managers, and other Officers of the Company, and to thé 
Chairman ; and a resolution of sympathy and condolence with Mrs. Stewart and the family on the death of Mr. Stewart, who for nearly eighteen years 
held the position of a Director of the Bank, was unanimously passed by the Proprietors. ; 








